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These chapters on Socialism were originally published in the 
Zionsglocke, of Zion Lutheran Church of Schenectady, N. Y., and, 
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INTRODUCTION. 





On May 7, 1913, a debate on Socialism was held at Webster 
Hall, New York City. The subject was: “Resolved, That 
Socialism is a Peril to the State and the Church.” Rev. Dr. 
J. W. Hill spoke on the affirmative, Dr. Bouck White, Social- 
ist, on the negative. In the course of his remarks Dr. White 
stated that Socialists place the red flag of Socialism above 
the stars and stripes, and repeatedly referred to our divine 
Savior as the “Carpenter of Nazareth.” Also, he said that 
the Bible owes its origin to a “labor walk-out,” when the 
children of Israel “went on a strike” under the leadership of 
Moses, who had founded a Brickmakers’ Union. The debate 
was a notable one not only on account of the representative 
character of the debaters, but also on account of a significant 
incident which marked its close. At the conclusion of the 
debate William Haywood, the notorious Socialist agitator, 
addressed the audience for ten minutes, closing his heated 
utterance with the words: “This whole matter, so far as 
the debate is concerned, might well have been settled by 
agreeing that Socialism is a peril to the Church and the 
State. Real Socialists will not attempt to defend that po- 
sition. We are opposed to the State, and we are certainly 
opposed to what we have heard of the Church, and what we 
know of it. We were told that up in Lawrence we marched 
under a banner that said, ‘No God and no master!’ It is true. 
‘There was such a banner in the parade at Lawrence. I hope 
the time will come, some day, when every member of the 
working class will imarch under a banner that says, ‘No God 
and no master!” 

The printed report before us inserts the words (“Tremen- 
deus applause”) after this announcement of atheism and 
anarchy. It may be that this “tremendous applause” signifies . 
nothing. It may be that those who have become attracted to 
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the teachings of Socialism need not be disturbed by the 
observation that the Socialist press not only in Germany, 
Italy, and France, but also in our country makes every effort 
to discredit and defame the Christian religion and its 
teachers, being filled with the most offensive charges against 
the ministers of religion, and with mockery of those who still 
adhere to the faith of their fathers. I say, it may be that 
these evidences of the most bitter and malignant hatred of 
socialistic writers against the Christian Church and its teach- 
ings must, after all, weigh little in the balance against the 
pronouncement of the Socialist party that “religion is a pri- 
vate matter.” All such, however, as are tempted to believe 
in the real neutrality of the Socialist movement as regards 
religion, Christianity, and the Church, and who believe that 
the evidences of socialistic hatred of the Church and its 
teachings are merely the private affair of the spokesmen of 
Socialism, I would urge that they study the entire question 
at the hand of E. C. L. Schulze’s treatise. When they know 
“The Real Truth about Socialism,” they will know that 
Socialism is essentially anti-Christian and atheistic, and that 
the-ravines-of Socialist: editors and orators against the Chris- 
tian Church are based upon orthodox Socialist doctrine. 
True, the fact that some or many Socialists are infidels 
and blasphemers would not in itself warrant us in taking up 
arms against socialistic teaching. We do not reject the 
multiplication-table because some mathematicians are un- 
believers. The fact that evil men are associated with the 
Republican and Democratic parties (to mention only these 
two) would be no reason for us to assail the platforms upon 
which these parties wage their political battles. And if what 
we call Socialism were merely an attempt to carry out in 
national life certain theories of a political or economical 
nature, we would not as a Church feel under any obligations 
to enlighten our Christian people regarding the nature of 
these theories. But Socialism is not a political theory pure 
and simple. It is a system of doctrine based, as the reader 
of the following pages will observe, upon the evolutionary 
theory, a theory which eliminates the idea of a divine Creator 
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of all things, the idea of a divinely inspired Bible, of a divine 
Law, and of a divine Savior, and which, in effect, destroys 
the very roots of Christian faith. These teachings are not 
incidental to the socialistic seheme, but are woven into the 
very woof of the fabric. Take them out of Socialism, and 
the system becomes an empty shell. sy 

Again, it must be noted that Socialism is not a philos- 
ophy only, but a principle of action. Socialism, for its 
acceptance, demands a certain attitude of mind. Its leaders 
endeavor by certain methods to create this attitude in the 
minds of American voters. This method, again, is in direct 
contradiction to the Christian religion, and utterly sub- 
versive of Christian faith. It is a method based upon sub- 
stituting the gospel of hate for the Gospel of love. 

The socialistic germ will germinate only in a soil prepared 
with a very special kind of fertilizer. And that fertilizer 
is class hatred. If you would gain converts to Socialism, you 
must first get men thoroughly dissatisfied with present con- 
ditions. But that is not sufficient. We are all dissatisfied. 
We know what great wrongs are perpetrated, in an eminently 
lawful way, upon a part of the laboring class. We know 
that there is urgent need of reform in the administration of 
justice, in the management of the nation’s wealth, in the pro- 
vision of safeguards for life and health, and so on. It 
requires no socialistic agitation to create this kind of dis- 
satisfaction. We all know that conditions, though much 
improved, when comparisons are made with the conditions 
in former ages, are far from being ideal; and we look to 
enlightened, unselfish statesmanship, which has righted many 
great wrongs in the past, to correct the abuses which still 
exist. But to the Socialist agitator this condition of unrest 
is a most welcome, indeed, an essential point of contact, 
indispensable for a fruitful propaganda. To germinate into. 
its own lovely self, the Socialistic Upas tree requires a soil 
saturated with fierce, vindictive, murderous class-hatred. 

Merely in an academic way to accept the teachings of 
Socialism will, indeed, make you an infidel, but will not yet: 
make you a Socialist. Not by any means,—as little as 
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mere intellectual assent to the truths of Christian theology 
makes a person a Christian; there must be the new Life, 
evidenced by Christian love. And.so, to bea real Socialist, 
and not merely a socialistic philosopher, it is required of you 
that you hate. You must fervently hate above all, first, last, 
all the time, the employer of labor. Whether he be a kind 
master or an odious grouch, whether a brutal extortioner or 
a Christian gentleman, whether he be wealthy or a person 
of ordinary means, if he is an employer of labor, — hate 
him, he bears the mark of the beast: Capitalism! Hate 
him, even if he is a fellow-church-member. Hate him with 
all thy heart and with all thy soul and with all thy mind! 

As in Christianity there is the humility of serving love, 
more precious than great stores of religious knowledge that 
does not fruition into active service, so there is a kind of 
humble, simple-hearted hatred which is of greater price, in 
the eye of the Socialist apostle, than much learning that 
puffeth up. “We’ll train the workingmen to fight like tigers!” 
is the Socialist slogan. Show us a man who breathes an 
earnest curse whenever he passes his employer’s office-door: 
whose blood boils at the sight of the stream of automobiles 
on Michigan Avenue; who “sees red” whenever he meets 
a man wearing a silk hat,— and you have found a possible 
“hero” or even “martyr” (depending upon whether he just 
blows up steel bridges with dynamite, or sets off a bomb 
killing a dozen people) of Socialism. One of him is more 
useful to the cause than six professors in Harvard or Ann 
Arbor teaching classes in government ownership. Hatred, 
in the opinion of the Socialist agitator, is the mainspring 
of all good works. And so the entire machinery of Socialism, 
including “Christian Socialism,” is directed, in this country 
as in every other, to the end of creating a hatred of the 
masses against the classes. You cannot find a page of its 
missionary literature which does not preach the gospel of 
hatred. And this, I hold, is an atmosphere in which Chris- 
tian faith cannot live. Granted that what many persons 
who call themselves Socialists know about Socialism. does 
not antagonize Christianity, the socialistic method of propa- 
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ganda certainly does. You cannot long be an active Socialist 
and remain a Christian. The gospel of hate will inevitably 
drive out the Gospel of love. 

The spirit of Socialist agitation, however, is sufficiently 
well known. It requires but a glimpse to see tlfe matter in 
its true light. Quite otherwise with the teachings of So- 
clalism. They cannot be stated in a brief paragraph, nor even 
in a short chapter. Yet a knowledge of these teachings is 
essential to honest criticism. In Tur Reaw Truri anour 
SociaLisM, the author has observed the greatest economy of 
words compatible with clearness in the treatment accorded 
the various topics, and has in a highly compressed form 
given a criticism of the socialistic creed from the point of 
view of a Christian scholar. Every thesis of the book is 
buttressed with facts of undeniable authenticity. Its logic 
is invincible. Its presentation of the Socialist view is not 
marred by the unfairness of fanaticism, but is marked by 
the reserve of the scientific investigator. Its conclusions 
are a most damaging indictment of the socialistic system, 
both from the standpoint of religion and of reason, of Chris- 
tianity and economic science. 


St. Louis, Mo., January, 1916. 


TH. GRAEBNER, 
Concordia Seminary. 





PREFACE. 


Socialism claims the world; Socialism claims you, 
dear reader. 

Socialism promises salvation to all mankind. Socialism 
declares that it will totally overthrow the existing order of 
things, and usher in an entirely new social system, thereby 
changing this vale of tears into a paradise. Socialism pro- 
nounces it your duty to accept its principles, and to fur- 
ther its aims according to your best ability, in order that 
its rule may soon he established the world over. 

Did you ever study Socialism? What is your attitude 
toward it? Are you positive that you have taken the 
right stand? Are vou aware that many have an utterly 
wrong conception of Socialism, that many who pretend 
to be good Socialists themselves are ignorant of the real 
principles and the real objects for which Socialisin stands? 
Do you know the real truth about Socialism? If you 
condemn Socialism, are you fully convinced that vou do 
so rightfully? In case you favor Socialism, are you able 
to refute the arguments brought forth against it? Do 
you realize that as a Christian you never can be a Socialist, 
or support any socialistic tendency or propaganda? 

Supposing that you cannot answer all these questions 
with a decided “ves,” I would invite you to spend a few 


hours in carefully reading this book. You will then see 
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for yourself that Socialism is not, as many erroneously 
think, a laudable scheme for the uplift of humanity, par- 
ticularly of oppressed workingmen, or a new political 
movement striving for government ownership and collec- 
tive management of lands, mines, railroads, and the like. 

Socialism is a different thing by far. 

It is a false philosophy, a counterfeit science, opposed 
to all true religion, natural and revealed. 

It is at war with common sense. 

When you know this, you will know the real truth 
concerning Socialism. You will find it in the follow- 
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Cuarter I. Js Socialisin Merely Politics? — Socialism uses poli- 
tics only as a means. Chiefly concerned about the dissemina- 
tion of socialistic doctrine. Would abolish the State and all 
political parties. Socialistie literature not confined to the 
diseussion of political problems, but treats of evolution, ete. 
Methods different from those employed by bona-fide political 
parties. International. (Socialist authorities quoted: Plat- 
form, Kerr, Vew Yorker Volkszeitung, Jiebknecht, Cohen.) 

Cuarrer If. Are There Diverse Kinds of Socialism? — There are 
no varieties. All Nocialisin is Marxian. Socialists differ not 
as to principles, but only concerning tactics. Syndicalists 
(“direet action,” 1. W. W.) and parliamentarians. United 
whenever an advantage can be gained for the cause. (So- 
cialist authorities quoted: Litbknecht, Vorwaerts of New 
York, Chas. H. Kerr & Co., Internationul Socialist Review, 
La Monte.) 


Cuaprer III. Upon What is Socialism lounded? What is the 
Science upon Which It is Built? — Materialism, materialistic 
conception of history, evolutionism, economic determinism. 
Matter the foundation principle of all things. Developed 
ceaselessly. Man a product of evolution. Man’s history, eus- 
toms, usages, ideas of right and wrong, his whole existence, 
“determined” by his surroundings. (Quotations from Marx, 
Bebel, Kautsky, Kerr.) 

CHAPTER IV. Socialism Defined. — Difficulty of defining. Socialism 
not a plan for a reorganization of civil government. Aims 
at replacing the State. Opposes nationalization. Antago- 
nizes the realization and execution of divine Law. Socialism 
a movement to abolish “capitalism,” and to establish a social 
commonwealth, with sources and means of production and 
distribution sozialized. (Quotations from Kautsky, Engels, 
International Socialist Review, Vorwaerts of New York, Chas. 
H. Kerr.) 
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Cuapter V. Socialistie Hones. — Socialists confident of ultimate 
success. Arguments based upon materialistic evolution. 
Present state of society the product of evolution. Private 
property, wage system, “capitalism,” result of economic de- 
terminism. Class struggle. “Capitalism” has produced So- 
cialism. Socialism making steady gains. Evolution now 
revolution, “Workers,” already in the majority, must be 
victorious. 

CHAPTER VI. Socialism and Religion. — “Socialism not concerned 
with religion; religion a private affair.” Ambiguous and 
deceptive declaration. Principles of Socialism diametrically 
opposed to Christianity, indeed, to all religion. Entire so- 
cialistic system rests on irreligion. (Quotations from Plat- 
form, Liebknecht, Ferri, Spargo, Bax, Bethmann-Hollweg.) 

Cuapter VII. Socialism Has No Room for Faith in God. — Re- 
ligion (natural and revealed) teaches creation, preservation, 
and government of all things by God. Socialism, based on 
materialism, evolutionism, determinism, denies these doc- 
trines. Founders and leaders of the movement atheists. 
(Quotations from Marx, Engels, Bebel, Ferri.) 

CHapter VIII. Socialism Rejects the Divine Moral Law, and 
Sets Up a Morality of Its Own.— Moral Law written in 
man’s heart by God. Present-day ethics, according to So- 
cialism, an invention of the “capitalistic” class. Would es- 
tablish a new morality. “What is good for the ‘working- 
man’ is right.” (Quotations from Kautsky, Caldwell, Vail, 
Hillquit. ) 

Cuarteg IX. Socialism Resists the Divine Ordinance of Civil 
Government. — Government a divine institution. Form of 
government found among all nations. Bible praises govern- 
ment highly. Socialism condemns government as a creature 
and instrument of private property. Advocates revolution 
(“by ballots; if need be, by bullets’). Aims to establish 
a “business administration” (socialized community). (Quo- 
tations from Bebel, Kerr.) 

CHAPTER X. Socialism Attacks the Divine Ordinance of Matri- 
mony.— Marriage a lifelong union, instituted by God. So- 
cialism opposed to this doctrine. Marriage called a product 
of the system of private property. Uncertain regarding con- 
summation, conduct, and dissolution of marriage in the so- 
cial commonwealth. (Quotations from Engels, Bebel, Work, 
Brown, New York Call, London Justice.) 
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‘CHaPTerR XI. Socialism Denounces as Wrong the Right to Own 

. Private Property.— Property a divine institution. ‘“Prop- 

erty is robbery.” Private property, the corner-stone of “capi- 

talism,” the root of all evil. Collective ownership. ‘“Meas- 

ures calculated to strengthen the ‘working class’ in its fight 

for the realization of its ultimate aim.” (Quotations from 
Proudhon, Kautsky, Lafargue, Platform.) 

CuapTerR XII. The Socialist Party of the United States Teaches 
Genuine, Atheistic, Marxian Socialism.— Not only leader, 
but party, as such, in principle atheistic. (1) Party pro- 
fesses the atheistic principles of international Socialism. 
(2) Is engaged in spreading atheistic literature of Marxian 
Socialism. (3) Seeks to educate and train the masses in its 
atheistic “science” (locals, Young People’s leagues, Sunday- 
schools). (Quotations from Socialist Party of Great Britain, 
Platform, Hillquit, Chas. H. Kerr & Co., Party Builder, Young 
Socialist Magazine, Debs.) 

Cuapter XIII. How About Christian Socialism? — “Christian” 
Socialism unchristian. Rejects fundamentals of Christian 
faith. Urges membership in the party. Recommends athe- 
istic Socialist literature. (Quotations from Christian So- 
cialist, Evert, Brooks, Debs.} 

CuarterR XIV. Socialism is Utterly Unscientific. — Claims scien- 
tific character. What is science? Materialistic conception 
of history, founded upon materialistic evolution, not scien- 
tifically proved, but only hypothetical. Built upon an un- 
scientific foundation, Socialism must be unscientific. (Quo- 
tations from Kingsley, Dawson, Kautsky. ) 


CHAPTER XV. Soctalism is Unreasonable, — 

1. Conclusions drawn from unproved premises regarded 
as absolutely certain (materialistic conception of history). 
Victory of Socialism expected as inevitable result of evolu- 
tion. No evidence of evolution; hence conclusion that So- 
cialism is imevitable is a fallacy. 

2. Socialism would make all men equal. No uniformity 
in nature. Equality of all men as regards authority inex- 
pedient, and not even practised by Socialists themselves. 
Equality in distribution of wealth unfair and impracticable. 

3. Socialism’s teaching regarding labor is unreasonable. 
a) “Labor is an evil.” Disproved by Scripture and expe- 
rience. b) “Labor is the creator of all wealth.” This propo- 
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sition contradicts the foregoing. Many products of labor 
worthless. Labor only a means. c) “Labor is the standard 
of values.” Value of an object not gauged solely by amount 
of labor required, but by its nature, its usefulness, and the 
demand for it. d) “Every one is entitled to the full wage 
or product of his labor.” Impossible to accurately deter- 
mine product of labor. This rule. if put into effect, would 
not prevent accumulation of huge fortunes. Injustice of pre- 
venting the producer from investing or bequeathing his just 
wages. 

4, Socialism exaggerates unreasonably. Condemns “cap- 
italism,” private property, as the source of all misery, crime, 
disease, etc. Generalizes the wickedness of individuals. The 
‘lot of the workingman described as slavery. “Capitalism” 
denounced as the cause of prostitution. Socialism to usher in 
universal prosperity, to remove opportunity for wickedness 
and impulses thereto, to abolish sickness and disease. (Golden 

_ Age.) No system can inaugurate a paradise on earth. (Quo- 
tations from Bax, Lafargue, Schaeffle, Greer.) 





CHAPTER I. 


Is Socialism Merely a Political Movement? 


The Church is a spiritual kingdom, the State a temporal 
kingdom. Each of these kingdoms should remain within 
its own sphere. Church denominations and political parties 
as such do not concern one another. When political parties 
confine their activities to their own field, we as Christians 
are not greatly concerned about them. A Christian citizen 
is at liberty to join the political party which he believes to 
be the best, and in which he can do most for the welfare of 
his country. The Church does not, and should not, lay down 
any rules for his conduct in this respect, since there are 
none laid down in the Seriptures. The matter, however, 
assumes a different aspect when the State or a party in the 
State encroaches upon the sphere of the Church, presuming 
to do things that conflict with faith and conscience. In that 
case the Church has not only the right, but also the duty 
to raise its voice, to defend its doctrines, to attack that 
which is wrong, to point out that which is objectionable. 

Now as to Socialism. Socialism takes an active part in 
the politics of our own and other countries. It seeks to 
gain adherents among us Lutheran Christians. If Socialism 
is only a political movement, if it occupies itself with matters 
of government only, a Lutheran can with a clear conscience 
make common cause with it; but if Socialism makes pro- 
posals, teaches doctrines, and spreads opinions, that are 
contrary to Christianity, then it is the duty of every Chris- 
tian to avoid Socialism, indeed, to combat it with all his 
powers. The purpose of this little book is to prove that we 
Christians must fight Socialism. First of all, we shall 
show that Socialism is not merely a political issue. 

It cannot be denied that Socialism is active politically; 
for it has gathered about itself a large party, which is 
zealously engaged in office-hunting. But it uses politics 
merely as a means toward an end. It claims to be more 
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‘than a mere political party. Socialists have but little desire 
to change existing political institutions by bringing about 
reforms and improvements. Their aim is to become a power 
in the land, so that they may be able to enlighten and train 
the nation to head for the goal after which they strive. They 
are interested, first, last, and all the time, in their principles, 
their doctrines, in socialistic science. In order to promote 
these doctrines and principles, they avail themselves of poli- 
tics. Socialists, however, are so little satisfied to be a mere 
political party that many of them have earnestly protested 
against all participation in politics, and advocate the “propa- 
ganda of the deed,’ “direct action”; indeed, Socialists would 
put an end to.all political parties on earth, so that Socialism 
would reign supreme, and yet not as a political party or as 
a state, in the usual sense of the term, but as a system. 

In the 1908 platform of the Socialist Party of the United 
States of America we find the plank: “The Socialist Party 
is primarily an economic and political movement.” The 
word “primarily” clearly expresses the thought that the 
party is not only concerned with politics, but also with 
other matters. 

The platform of 1912 closes with the words: “Such 
measures of relief as we may be able to force from capitalism 
are but a preparation* of the workers to seize the whole 
powers of government, in order that they may thereby lay 
hold of the whole system of socialized industry, and thus 
come to their rightful inheritance.” 

Charles H. Kerr, in What to Read on Socialism, says: 
“The Socialist Party of America is not a mere machine for 
capturing votes and offices like the capitalists’ parties.” (p. 20.) 

The adherents of Socialism, not intending to be merely 
a political party, but a great deal more, pursue methods very 
much different from those of other parties. They indus- 
triously create a “Socialist literature,’ and spread books 
and periodicals over the whole country. And what are the 
eontents of these writings? The science and the art of 
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government? No, indeed; these books and pamphlets treat 
of the origin and the age of the world, of the evolution of all 
things, especially of the development of the human race, the 
history of man and of nations, the origin of the ideas of God, 
religion, and morals, the genesis of private property, the 
beginning of marriage and the family, the exploitation of 
the workingman, the class struggle, even the education and 
training of children in the “Socialist science.” The “So- 
cialist Literature Co.” of the New Yorker Volkszeitung 
advertises a paper for children as follows: “The Little 
Socialist Magazine . .. carefully clothes its doctrines in 
short stories, fables, and historical sketches, so that the 
children almost unconsciously absorb the Socialist spirit 
and idea.” —Is there any other political party that in this 
manner concerns itself with the education of the nation, with 
the dissemination of a science, and the inoculation of its 
principles into the hearts of children? 

In order to make the doctrines and the science of So- 
cialism and the way of putting this science into effect as 
widely known as possible; in order to gain adherents for 
the cause by means of books and papers and orators, the 
members of the party make monthly contributions. Accord- 
ing to Kerr, there were more than 125,000 such American 
contributors in 1912. And for this reason, too, Socialists 
not only engage in agitation for a few weeks or months 
preceding each election, but incessantly, year in, year out. 
No party that has nothing but politics, in the usual meaning 
of the word, for its object uses such methods. 

That Socialism does not only concern itself with polities 
in the ordinary sense appears also from the fact that it 
does not regard any particular country, but the whole world, 
as its field of labor, and claims to be international. There | 
is in existence an international alliance, which, as Thomas 
Kirkup reports in his Primer on Socialism, was organized 
as a secret society in Paris in 1836. This society has re- 
peatedly breathed its last, but has always been resuscitated. 
For instance, it came back to life anew in Paris in 1889, on 
the occasion of the hundredth anniversary of the French 
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Revolution. Yet the child would not thrive. It has, however, 
grown stronger since its most recent resurrection in Stutt- 
gart, in 1907. Much zealous effort is spent upon the pro- 
motion of its growth. Socialists are wont to go into ecstasies 
when speaking of it. Referring to the Erfurt Program, 
Wilhelm Liebknecht says: “The international social democ- 
racy is not a phantom to us, not merely a beautiful phrase. 
No, it is an end, without the attainment of which the 
emancipation of the laboring class cannot be accomplished. 
This matter of internationalism is one of sacred seriousness 
with us.... We hold ourselves to be one with the Social 
Democrats of all other lands.” (Socialism; Charles H. Kerr 
and Co., p. 47.) 

In Socialism for Students, J. FE, Cohen says: “Amity 
among nations, cementing the ties of fraternity to the end 
of making the earth the common possession of all, is the 
goal of the International Socialist movement. The vari- 
colored flags of different countries serve only to lift one 
man’s arm against his brother; the crimson standard of 
Socialism is breaking down the barriers that are in the way 
of universal peace and good will.” (p. 146.) 

Language like this is used by no party that is merely 
political. ‘No political party concerns itself with the nations 
of the earth, each being interested only in its own country; 
no political party aims to create laws and ordinances for 
the whole world, each, on the contrary, aiming to provide 
only for its own people. Socialism, however, is seriously 
engaged in an effort fundamentally to renew and to bless 
all nations of the world, not merely by offering certain sug- 
gestions for improvement, but by means of its science, its 
doctrines, and principles. A titanic task, indeed! 
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CHAPTER II. 


Are There Diverse Kinds of Socialism? 


The impression prevails that there are various kinds of 
Socialism, and that, therefore, he that would speak of Social- 
ism should discriminate carefully and define exactly which 
form of Socialism he has in mind. It is sometimes said 
that some Socialists advocate theories that are indeed objec- 
tionable, and cannot be accepted by a Christian; but that 
there are Socialists who teach nothing wrong; indeed, that 
there is such a thing as a Christian Socialism, which is not 
only based on sound politics, but also on the teachings of 
Christ. 

Such views are erroneous. There is, in reality, but one 
kind of Socialism; with other so-called Socialist movements 
we need not seriously concern ourselves. 

Now, what is that system of Socialism with which we 
have to deal at the present time? It is the Socialism fathered 
by Karl Marx. The Socialism represented by the Socialist 
parties of Germany, of France, and also of the United States, 
is Marxian Socialism. It is called “international Socialism,’ 
because it is essentially the same in all countries, because 
it aims to reconstruct the industrial situation, and all other 
conditions of the nations of the world, to dethrone “capi- 
talism,” to enthrone the “workingman,” to introduce a so- 
called “socialized system,” in which there shall be neither 
masters nor servants, but only workers, only brethren and 
sisters, only equals. That is Socialism as the term is now 
generally understood. 

But those who call themselves Socialists disagree among 
each other; how can they all be adherents of the same 
Socialism, and yet be so much at variance? True, there 
js much strife in the Socialist camp. The leading spirits 
often fly at each other’s throats; and not only do individual 
Socialists attack each other ferociously; there are factions 
among them engaged in bitter feuds. It does not, however, 
follow that there are different varieties of Socialism. Social- 
ists do not disagree as to Socialist principles. There is 
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dissension only about the manner in which to conduct the 
fight for Socialism, the means that should or should not be 
used, the “tactics,” as they are wont to say. As to these, 
they are divided into opposing camps. There are chiefly 
two divisions: Syndicalists and Parliamentarians. Of the 
former, again, there are two classes: those who urge only 
the “propaganda of the deed,’ or “direct action,’ and are 
opposed to all slow, political activity, and those who would 
indeed hasten matters along as fast as possible, breaking 
everything that will not bend, the sooner the better, as long 
as there is some prospect of success, but who would at the 
same time also avail themselves of every advantage that can 
be obtained by means of the ballot, by means of political 
power. The Industrial Workers of the World, headed by 
Haywood, are of this last-named type. Their association has 
for its object, as the name implies, the organization of all 
workers in the world into a single society. One Big Union 
is the title of a booklet, written by William E. Trautman, in 
which he says (p. 28): “All workers of one industry in one 
union; all unions of workers in one big labor alliance the 
world over.” Such a union shall be able to call a world-strike, 
a cessation of all Jabor in all countries, and thus enforce 
compliance with every demand. This, they believe, would 
be the speediest. and safest way to elevate Socialism to the 
position of world-rule. The Parliamentarians, on the other 
hand, rely, if not solely, yet for the first and chiefly, upon 
“political action.” They declare with W. Liebknecht: “To 
expect the transformation of society and the revolution to 
accomplish itself without taking part in the political struggle 
is childish foolishness.” (Socialism, Kerr & Co., p. 48.) 

So, then, Socialists are disagreed as to means and methods, 
but not as to the science, the principles for which they 
struggle. _ Moreover, even if they disagree in some minor 
matters, they all usually pull together whenever there is any 
prospect of gaining a victory for the cause. The hero whom 
they worship, whose spirit dwells within them, whose guidance 
they would follow, is Karl Marx; though dead since 1883, 
he is to live on, and to be active in them. Karl Renner, 
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therefore, closes a lengthy socialisti¢ discussion in the Vor- 
waerts of New York with the words: “Marx lives; he lives 
in us and in everything around us; he will continue to live 
in future generations. He will bear the torch before the 
thinkers, the banner before the fighters; and the coming 
century will find it difficult to take the measure of the span 
of his spirit.” (April 15, 1913.) 

From whom did we get all this knowledge? From the 
Socialists themselves. They do not only send their agitators 
through the country, they also have their publishing houses 
in this country as well as in other countries, as, for instance, 
in Stuttgart, Germany. In New York there is the Socialist 
Literature Company, of the New Yorker Volkszeitung, where 
the weekly Vorwaerts is published as an “organ of the 
Socialist party.” The principal publishing house, however, 
“the largest in the world,” is that of Charles H. Kerr & Co., 
Chicago, IIl., established 1886. In 1912, its total receipts by 
the sale of socialistic books amounted to $47,120.91. This 
publishing house is maintained “to make Socialists.” It is 
conducted by a stock company, consisting of members of the 
Socialist party. Public reports on the business transacted 
are rendered to the party, and the party is also permitted to 
inspect the account books. In 1912, for instance, the party’ 
appointed a committee to conduct an investigation, which 
is said to have proved very satisfactory, and the result of 
which was made public in the June number of the Jnter- 
national Socialist Review. The manager of the publishing 
house, Charles H. Kerr, is the chief editor of the Review. 
He himself says in the September number, 1912: “Never in 
all the history of the world was the outlook for the dis- 
inherited workers so bright as in this year 1912. That is 
because there were never signs of so wide-spread, so intelli- 
gent, and so determined a revolt as can be plainly seen to-day. 
Here in the United States the Socialist party stands in the 
forefront of the revolt. We of the ‘Review, working within. 
and through the Socialist party, have a definite message, 
which we try to voice from month to month.”* (p. 270.) 





* Italics are ours, 
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Please bear in mind that what Kerr says and prints is said 
“within the party and through the party.” He is an instru- 
ment of the party. When he enunciates the principles of 
Socialism, which—as he constantly dins into our ears — 
are accepted by all “clear-headed Socialists,’ we hear the 
voice of one who speaks for the party. 

Ts it not reasonable to say that a bakery of this kind will 
produce genuine socialistic bread? If sources such as these 
are not to be depended upon for authoritative information 
on Socialism, pray, whither then shall we turn for en- 
lightenment on the subject? The Socialist party itself, as 
will be shown in Chapter 12, § 2, is busily engaged in recom- 
mending and selling this literature to teach the people what 
real Socialism is. It is absurd to say that from a certain 
piece of real Socialist literature one cannot learn what Social- 
ism is, or that its contents are the private opinion of the 
author and not of the party. To be sure, the author — 
whose ideas, as a rule, can be traced back to Marx — gives 
his opinion, but the party accepts it. It asks, indeed, urges 
every one to read and ponder what the writer and his fol- 
lowers say, so that their teachings may be comprehended and 
accepted. 

Now, what is the Socialist theory —to repeat the ques- 
tion — which is spread abroad by Socialist publishing houses? 
It is Marxian Socialism. The books of Marx, in particular, 
are recommended as the purest and amplest sources of genu- 
ine Socialism. His Manifesto of 1848, signed also by his 
intimate friend and coworker, Friedrich Engels, is to this 
day lauded as authoritative in all matters concerning social- 
istic principles, as the text, the foundation, upon which all 
good socialistic speaking and writing must be based. 
Besides Marx, we find recommended as classical Socialist 
authors, whose works ought to be studied diligently: 
F, Engels, W. Liebknecht, A. Bebel, Karl Kautsky, and 
others, both of the past and of the present, but every one 
of them a follower of Marx. They all sing the same tune: 
Mars! 


From the great mass of quotations that might here be 
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adduced, the following may suffice. In his pamphlet on What 
to Read on Socialism Kerr says: “To-day the countless 
millions of workers all over the world are waking into a new 
and vigorous life, inspired by a new hope, and to their 
mighty movement of revolution they have given the name, 
SOCIALISM. This world-wide movement has crystallized 
around the writings of Karl Marx because he was the first 
great writer to reach a clear understanding of the social 
forces which are transforming society, and to point out to 
the workers of the world how they may take possession of 
the world and enjoy it.” (p. 1.) <A little later he quotes 
the words of Prof. Thorstein Veblen as published in The 
Quarterly Journal of Economics: “The Socialism that in- 
spires hopes and fears to-day is of the school of Marx. No 
one is seriously apprehensive of any other so-called Socialist 
mevements, and no one is seriously concerned to criticize 
or refute the doctrines set forth by any other school of 
Socialists.” In the same pamphlet (p. 19) Kerr says: “The 
Socialist party, in America and elsewhere, stands not for 
reforms, but for revolution, since it holds that the rule of 
the capitalist class must come to an end, and that the workers 
must become the rulers. As to the means by which the 
revolution shall be brought about, the only important question 
js as to what means will prove most effective.” 

In a short foreword to a long list of books which, he says, 
should be studied, Kerr (in the Review of 1912, p. 195) 
writes: “Socialism is worth studying, and no one who has 
not etudied it can talk or write on it intelligently. All the 
cheap witticisms on the ‘57 varieties’ of Socialism fall flat 
in view of the unanimous vote for the Declaration of Prin- 
ciples adopted by the recent Socialist convention, and that 
by delegates who had radically different opinions on certain 
questions of tactics. When it comes to Socialist principles, 
there are but two varieties of Socialists, those who know, 
and those who don’t know.” * 

In the same issue of the Review, Robert R. La Monte 
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publishes a lengthy article on the “New Socialism,” in the 
course of which he says (p. 210): “After all, the conflict 
between the leaders of the Socialist parties and the ex- 
ponents of the New Socialism is more apparent than real. 
For in time of actual, serious conflict with capitalism we find 
them fighting side by side.” In proof of this statement he 
cites striking examples, taken from local and foreign strug- 
gles. We conclude that it is the Marxian brand of Socialism 
with which the world is now concerned. 


CHAPTER III. 


The Foundation of Socialism. 

Marxian Socialism proudly claims that it rests upon a firm 
foundation, that it docs not deal with phantoms and visions, 
but strictly follows the results of science. Hence it is proper 
that we take a look at this foundation and examine this 
science. By following this course, we do the Socialists 
a great favor; for it is just this course that they urgently 
recommend to all that are not yet Socialists. They frequently 
complain that many who have presumed to form an opinion 
of Socialism, that even some who claim to be Socialists and 
have joined the party, do not at all understand Socialist 
teachings, and therefore are a danger to the Socialist 
movement. 

In summing up the teachings of genuine Socialist writ- 
ings, we ought to state that the foundation of Socialism is 
materialism or the materialistic conception of history, evo- 
lution, economic determinism. What is the meaning of 
these queer expressions? Let the reader attend. 

Matter, we are informed, is the fundamental principle, 
the beginning of all existing things. The world is composed 
of matter; matter is its one and all. Matter of itself is 
lifeless; but it nevertheless is, and always has been, stu- 
pendously powerful. Originally, it was extremely simple, an 
elementary cell or vapor. One cannot be expected to describe 
primitive matter with perfect accuracy; for no one has ever 
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seen it; but we are told that science is penetrating farther 
and farther into the secrets of primeval time, and who 
knows what enlightenment it has yet to offer! So, then, 
there is force in matter, a very powerful force; and, there- 
fore, matter is not inactive, but is constantly engaged in 
producing all kinds of things out of itself, — it is developing. 
This is evolution. Evolution proceeds slowly, very slowly, 
but at the same time incessantly and surely. It does not 
rest for a year or even a day. The world has a past covering 
untold millions of years; indeed, it always has been in 
existence, though not in the form in which it is now known 
to us. Forms and beings of great variety have developed 
from primitive matter, and gradually—no one can with 
any degree of certainty calculate the length of time con- 
sumed in the process-— organic beings, though not of that 
degree of perfection known to us at the present time, were 
evolved from inorganic substance. Originally, everything 
was dead, but at length life came into existence, animal forms 
came into being, reproduced themselves, and became more 
perfect from century to century. 

Man, too, of course, came into being by evolution; he 
is a product of the animal world. To be sure, more than 
a day was consumed in his production. Primitive man 
was not what we are. Looking about us, we cannot but be 
struck by the great resemblance man still bears to the ape; 
an apelike being, then, must be our primogenitor. How 
beautiful! How grand! We were apes, and now — thanks 
to all-powerful evolution! —we are human! 

Man, then, is purely a product of matter, which is con- 
stantly developing. Thus also man’s entire history is con- 
ceived from the materialistic point of view. Mankind is 
everywhere the product of its environments. The material 
circumstances and conditions under which man lives, espe- 
cially the manner in which he obtains his food, have a power- 
ful influence upon him. His development depends thereon, 
his habits and customs, his views of right and wrong, his 
whole life, his being and his actions. The social evolution 
of man is “determined,” conditioned, by the external circum- 
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stances to which he is exposed. There is an “economic 
determinism.” The industrial events and revolutions that 
come about must come about; vo human force can prevent 
them for any length of time. 

This, then, is materialism, or the materialistic conception 
of history, as taught by the Socialists; this is evolution, the 
economic determinism concerning which we hear so much. 
This is the science which Socialists would inculeate upon 
all men as quickly as possible. From this science they 
deduce all their socialistic doctrines. They hold this foun- 
dation to be an impregnable rock, capable of bearing the 
mammoth structure of the reorganization of the world 
planned by them. 

But, are we not doing the Socialists an injustice? Most 
assuredly nat. Only those who do not know what Socialisin 
really is will make such an assertion. It is true, there are 
many that call themselves Socialists, and yet assure us that 
they are not materialists; but such people as these are not 
real Socialists, even though they vote and work with Social- 
ists, a privilege which, of course, is freely granted them by 
the party. Let us hear a few testimonies taken from the 
writings of the fathers and leaders of Socialism. 

“Father”? Karl Marx does not make a practise of elabo- 
rating upon the materialistic conception of history, but he 
nevertheless builds his whole system upon it. Jointly with 
Engels he says in the world-renowned Communist Manifesto 
of 1848: “Does it require deep intuition to comprehend that 
man’s ideas, views, and conceptions, in a word, man’s con- 
sciousness, change with every change in the conditions of 
his material existence, in his social relations, and in his 
social life?” (Communist Manifesto, Kerr & Co., p. 39.) 

Bebel, in Woman and Socialism, a book that has been 
translated into many languages and published in many edi- 
tions, and which must be regarded as genuinely socialistic, 
says: “It is certain that man did not, as is said in the 
Bible of the first parents, come upon earth as a man of 
culture; but he has in endlessly long periods, in which he 
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gradually liberated himself from the animal state, gone 
through phases of evolution.” (p.10.) And again: “Nothing 
is eternal, neither in nature nor in human life; only change 
and variation are eternal. As far as we are able to look back 
into the evolution of human society, the first human com- 
munity was the tribe. Increasing numbers and the growing 
difficulty of obtaining the means of subsistence, which origi- 
nally consisted of roots, berries, and fruit, Jed to a division 
or separation of the tribe and to a search for new habitations.” 
(p. 11.) Again: “Not until now do we get an insight into 
the development which human society has undergone in the 
course of time. It follows that the conception which we 
have hitherto held concerning marriage, the family, and the 
State rested upon entirely wrong views, which now take on 
the appearance of a phantastic picture, devoid of all basis in 
reality.” (p. 12.) 

Karl Kautsky, another of the great men of Socialism, 
says: “Changes in the conditions of life must react upon the 
nature of man. The division of labor cannot but strengthen 
some of his natural organs and transform others. For in- 
stance, the evolution of the ape-man from an eater of the 
fruit of trees into a devourer of animals and plants that are 
to be found upon the surface of the earth must needs be 
connected with a change of the hind hands into feet... . 
If the changes in society are able to transform the organism 
of man, his hands, his feet, his brain, they are certainly 
better able more quickly to transform his consciousness, his 
views of what is useful and harmful, good and evil, possible 
and impossible.” (Hthik und materialistische Geschichtsauf- 
fassung, p. 91.) 

Charles H. Kerr, the indefatigable writer and publisher 
of the Socialist party of America, says: “Socialism on its 
theoretical side is evolution applied to human society. The 
theory was discovered and developed by Marx, Engels, and 
Dietzgen, and has been imterpreted and popularized by 
other authors.” (International Socialist Review, Sept., 1912, 
p. 195.) 

What need of adding further quotations? Take any book 
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written by a recognized Socialist and dealing with funda- 
mental principles, and you will find the theory of evolution 
set forth and praised as the changeless rock of Socialism. 
Need we add that this theory recognizes no Bible, no God, 
no Savior? 


CHAPTER IV. 
Socialism Defined. 


Now that we have considered the scientific foundation 
of Socialism, the question arises, What is the essence of 
Socialism? It is not easy to formulate an answer to this 
question. Because of the prevalence of so many differing 
views concerning Socialism, not only among those by whom 
it is rejected, but also among those. by whom it is defended, 
it would hardly be possible to give in a few words or 
sentences an accurate, comprehensive, and universally satis- 
factory definition of Socialism. For this reason Kar] Kautsky 
regrets the fact that the original and more correct name 
“communism” was not retained. He writes: “The word 
‘Socialism’ to-day covers a wide variety of concepts, among 
them some that are really contemptible, Christian and 
national Socialism, ete. The word ‘communism,’ on the 
other hand, unequivocally and clearly designates the goal. 
of the proletariat struggling in a revolutionary war to effect 
its emancipation.” (Hthics and the Materialistic Conception 
of History; German edition, p. 78.) ° 

Let us, then, first seek to obtain clearness in regard to the 
question what Socialism is not, and does not desire to be. 

Socialism is not a plan for a reorganization of civil 
government. It does not aim to reform the State, to suppress 
evils, and to bring about useful innovations. It would put 
an end to the State. It rejects monarchies and republics, 
and would abolish them. It would call into being an entirely 
new order of things, so that the State would become super- 
fluous, impossible, if not at once and immediately, at least 
in such manner that the apparatus of government would fall 
apart piecemeal. It is true, we are told that there will be 
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a certain amount of system under the regime of Socialism, 
but as to the nature and the kind of this system, there is 
still a wide diversity of opinion. In one point, however, 
there is unanimity among the supporters of Socialism: they 
all believe that the people, the community, the workers, — 
for all will then be “workers,” — will rule, and that kings, 
presidents, governors, and all other rulers of this kind with 
which we are familiar will then be a thing of the past. The 
government of the socialized community is to bear no resem- 
blance to the present “capitalistic” government by which 
Socialists say the great mass of the people is “enslaved.” 
Socialism appears on the political stage, seeks to obtain gov- 
ernmental positions for its adherents, and makes all kinds 
of promises, as other political parties do; but all this is 
regarded as preparatory work, the object of which is to gain 
power, and, above all, to smooth the way for agitation. For, 
once in possession of the machinery of government, Socialism 
has nothing to fear of a “capitalistic” State with its laws, 
judges, armies, police, and prisons. In short, Socialists 
merely desire to utilize the State and its manifold insti- 
tutions for the purpose of burying it; peaceably, if possible; 
by force, if necessary. 

In Socialism, Utopian and Scientific” (pp. 127—129), 
Fr. Engels draws the following outline: The working class 
will take possession of the power of the State, and convert 
the means of industry into state property, and thus abolish 
itself and, at the same time, all class distinctions, and also 
the State. There being no longer a class that can be held 
in subjection, the State becomes superfluous and dies of 
atself.” “The government of persons is replaced by the ad- 
ministration of things.” Similar statements are to be found 
in many Socialist writings. 

A contributor to the International Socialist . Review 
(1912, p. 222) writes in the following vein: Some of the 
grosser evils could be corrected by the State. It might, 
for instance, go into business, produce everything, and then 
sell at cost; the profits, which the people must now pay, 
would then be eliminated. Rents, however, and interest 
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would remain. Were the State to forbid “capitalists” to col- 
lect rents and interest, it would transfer to itself the right to 
collect them, and thus the spoliation of the masses might 
ultimately become still more intolerable. “What we want 
is not an extension of the powers of a political government, 
but a replacement of this political government by an indus- 
trial commonwealth managed by the workers themselves 
through their industrial councils.” 

Socialism is, therefore, also opposed to the nationalization 

of property, or state ownership. In Germany railroads and 
various other public commodities are owned by the govern- 
ment. This public ownership, however, has not been brought 
about by the German Socialists. Institutions of this kind, 
as also state life and liability insurance, are not advocated 
by Socialists, but rather opposed by them. In the United 
States the postal system is in the hands of our Government, 
but this is not part of the socialistic scheme. If our Govern- 
ment, in a rightful manner, brought into its possession all 
land, all railroads, ships, machines, factories, mills, mines, 
and the like, that would not vet be Socialism. For, as the 
Socialists say, the workers and even the overseers would still 
be wage-workers. “Capitalism,” which, according to Social- 
ism, is the evil of evils, would still exist. The power of the 
Government would in that event be much greater than now, 
and the people might be subjected to more intense sufferings 
than under the present system. MNof state ownership, but 
collective ownership, communism, is the aim of Socialism. 

Fr. Engels says in the book from which we have already 
quoted : — 

“The modern State, no matter what its form, is essen- 
tially a capitalistic machine, the State of the capitalists,. 
the ideal personification of the total national capital. The 
more it proceeds to the taking over of productive forces, the 
more does it actually become the national capitalist, the more 
citizens does it exploit. The workers remain wage-workers — 
proletarians.” (p. 123.) 

Oscar Ameringer, a favorite agitator of the Socialist 
party, writes: “But municipal and state ownership is no 
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Socialism. State-owned railroads and state monopolies are 
even to-day used as a means to exploit the working people 
for the benefit of the capitalist taxpayer.” (Socialism; What 
It Is, and How to Get It, p. 32.) 

Finally, Socialism is not, and does not want to he, the 
realization or execution of divine, eternal law or of the 
commandments of charity, brotherhood, and equality. Social- 
ism denies the existence of divine, eternal laws; according to 
its teachings, the precepts of morality or moral law are not 
written in man’s heart, but have been developed by the 
conditions under which men live, and are therefore subject 
to change in the same manner as conditions change. The 
views of right and wrong, of good and evil, as generally 
accepted to-day, do not, we are told, demand and do not 
further Socialism, but act as hindrances that must be over- 
come by Socialism! No genuine Socialist will, therefore, 
when endeavornig to set forth what Socialism is, refer to 
any divine commandment, or to the law implanted in human 
nature, or to the duties of brotherly love, or to the recognized 
principles of right and wrong, of mine and thine. On the 
contrary, Socialists would in this respect also cultivate an 
entirely new field. In the Vorwaerts of New York, an “organ 
of the Socialist party,” under the heading, “Marxism and 
Ethics,” we read the following: “Not because Socialism is 
more just and more moral, or because it is more in harmony 
with human and divine laws, but because the development 
of the forees of production leads to it, its victory is 
assured. ... Not moral ideals, not longings and notions, 
dictate the object and the purpose of Marx’s science; on 
the contrary, science, without being in the least influenced 
by moral ideals, prescribes the social goal from its knowledge 
of material foundations and their movements.” (July 3, 
1913, p. 9.) : 

What answer, then, does Socialism itself give us when 
we ask, What is Socialism? Here is one answer: — 

“International Socialism is the movement of the working 
class of the world to overthrow the capitalist class, to take 
possession of the land and machinery with which it is now 
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producing wealth for the capitalists, and to go on producing 
wealth for itself.” : 

The originator of this definition is Charles H. Kerr. He 
gives it in a circular in which he advertises a “Library of 
Socialist Classics,” consisting of twenty-six volumes, in 
reference to which he says, among other things: “To under- 
stand Socialism you must read the REAL Socialist books.” 

Socialism, that is, international Socialism, which is the 
same in all countries, and represents everywhere essentially 
the same principles, and pursues the same objects, is, for 
the first, merely a movement. As yet, it rules nowhere; no 
nation has accepted it and put it to practise, no city has 
adopted the Socialist system. Socialism is called a movement 
of the working class. One should rather say, a movement 
of a part of the working class. This faction of workers com- 
bats the “capitalist” class, the greater and the lesser owners 
of property or wealth. The laborers aim to get possession of 
the soil and of all machinery, to convert them to their own 
use, and thus to produce prosperity for themselves and not 
for the individual owners of property. Henceforth, that is, 
when Socialism is victorious, no man shall say, “This land, 
this mine, this mill, this factory, this machine, belongs to 
me”; everything is to be owned collectively. All class dis- 
tinetions are to cease; there shall be neither rich nor poor; 
they shall all have more than enough to live. Every able- 
bodied man shall be compelled to work; but not much work 
will have to be done, only a few hours daily. The long hours 
of leisure every one may then employ as suits his convenience 
and pleasure: occupy himself with the arts and sciences 
or amuse and entertain himself. Great happiness is to follow. 
Everything is to be changed, and wonderfully improved; 
even human nature itself, which is now so wicked and 
vicious, on account of “capitalism,” will undergo a blessed 
change. 

When this object will have been attained, then Socialism 
will no longer be a movement, but a condition, a state of 
human society. 

This is Socialism; this is its object. 
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CHAPTER VY. 


Socialistic Hopes. 


The question whether Socialism will ever rule has long 
ago been scttled in the socialistic camp, where the consensus 
of opinion is: Most certainly, Socialism will gain the upper 
hand, and its success is not far off. Socialism must come, it 
is inevitable; it has already begun its triumphal procession. 
Monarchies tremble before it, thrones totter, tyrants fall. 
Soon the red flag will replace all the various multicolored 
flags. “The dawn of a beautiful day is rapidly approaching.” 
The days of old are past; a new era, the era of brotherhood, 
peace, and liberty, has arrived. “Ceasing of wars, perpetual 
peace among the nations, is now possible.” “These prospects 
are not expectations of conditions that are merely looked for 
and hoped for, or that we merely desire and wish for; they 
must come, they are necessary.” — Words like these are very 
common in socialistic publications. With an assertion of 
this kind August Bebel, for instance, concludes his work on 
Woman and Socialism, Karl Kautsky his Ethics and the 
Materialistic Conception of History, Joseph E. Cohen his 
Socialism for Students, and John Work, a former secretary 
of the Socialist party of America, his 160-page dissertation, 
What’s So, and What Isn’t. 

Whence have Socialists such roseate hopes? Upon what 
evidences do their hopes rest? Socialists are not at a loss 
for an answer. They say: We have the best and most reliable 
reasons. They are to be found in the science upon which 
we stand, in the materialistic conception of history, which 
is the only correct one, in the doctrine of evolution, which 
stands firm, and in economic determinism, which is evident. 
Whosoever understands these truths cannot but be convinced 
that the future of the world belongs to Socialism, that the 
day of Socialism’s enthronement is nigh. 

Let us impress this point upon our minds; it is necessary 
for a correct estimate of this movement and for the main- 
tenance of a God-pleasing attitude toward it. If one is 
ignorant of an error which he, nevertheless, combats, he not 
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only makes himself ridiculous in the eyes of the opponents, 
but also furthers their cause rather than injuring it. Least 
of all dare we expect to overcome powerful errors by taking 
no notice of them, and letting them pursue their course 
undisturbed. Let us suppose that a genuine Nocialist comes 
to us for the purpose of convincing us of the necessity of 
Socialism and of the certainty of its ultimate victory; let 
us quietly and attentively listen to his reasoning. 

By way of introduction the Socialist will say: There is 
nothing fictitious about present-day Socialism; it is not 
the invention of a clever mind, much less a dream or a vision 
of a desirable golden age. Such was, indeed, the case as 
regards the Socialism or Communism of former days, which 
oceupied itself with ideas that could never be realized. In 
those days men had fanciful visions of a fool’s paradise, to 
which, however, there was no road; hence all efforts to effect 
the realization of their hopes could not but result disastrously. 
Present-day Socialism is something entirely different; it is 
the sure result of sober scientific research. As surely as day 
follows night, Socialism will take the place of the present 
economic system. 

Now our Socialist will proceed to the subject itself, and 
unroll what he imagines to be a picture of his conclusive 
evidence. JIe will tell us: Everything in the world has 
reached its present state by evolution. All things that we 
have gradually evolved from primitive matter and primitive 
conditions. And “thus man also did not enter this life at 
the command of a Creator, as a being of higher culture, but 
passed through a variety of stages in an endlessly long and 
slow process of .evolution, and therefore his whole history 
necessarily consists of rising and sinking cultural periods.” 
(Bebel.) Human society rose in its industrial life by degrees 
to its present height of culture. 

This evolution always proceeds naturally. One thing 
was always produced by another, was determined, fixed, 
brought about by another, as one might say. “The present 
is the child of the past and, at the same time, the mother 
of the future.” The life of mankind adapts itself, and must 
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adapt itself, to the conditions in which we live, that is, the 
manner in which we obtain food, clothing, and shelter. 
Upon these three things everything depends. Everybody 
that would live wants them and needs them. Every one 
ought to have an abundance of them, so that he may lead 
an existence worthy of a human being. Tlowever, private 
property was introduced, and with it the wage-system or 
“capitalism.” After man had raised himself from a state of 
mere animal existence, after he began to make tools, and to 
engage in agriculture, exchange, and commerce, it gradually 
became customary that people claimed that which they had 
(land, tools, etc.) as their property, and let others, who had 
little or nothing, work for them for wages. That is the 
origin of the wage-system. The employee is dependent upon 
the employer, and sells his working-power to the employer 
as a commodity. This has ever been an evil, and it has 
grown worse in the course of time. The property-owner 
does not give the laborer the total wage he has earned, but 
only a part, only as much as the laborer needs in order to 
live and work for his master, only as much as the owner 
of the property must give, if the laborer’s work is to be done; 
for he seeks to make as large a profit as possible. Since 
the manifold kinds of machinery have been invented and 
highly perfected, so that one man can now do the work of 
ten or even a hundred, the laborer is compelled to sell his 
earning capacity at a constantly decreasing price, if. he would 
earn anything at all and be able to live with the rest. “The 
average American wage-worker to-day produces $10 and gets 
$2.00.” (Kerr, What to Read on Socialism, p. 8.) The sur- 
plus value, eight dollars, is “stolen” by the “capitalist”; he 
keeps this sum for himself. Thus the “capitalist” can easily, 
unless his “criminal” trade is interfered with, heap thou- 
sands upon thousands and millions upon millions; the con- 
dition of the “workers,” however, constantly becomes more 
precarious, oppressive, and intolerable. Truly, a sad state 
of affairs! In reality everything belongs to the laborers, 
for they produce everything. “Labor is the creator of all 
wealth.” “All wealth is the fruit of labor.” The “capitalists” 
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do not work; at any rate, they do not perform any pro- 
fitable labor, they produce nothing; nothing really belongs 
to them; they wax fat upon the sweat of the laboring man. 
Japitalism has divided mankind into two classes: property- 
owners and non-property-owners, masters and slaves, wage- 
slaves. This is the cause of the class-struggle. This struggle 
is nothing uew, but as old as property rights, the wage- 
system, capitalism. Jlistory abounds in instances of this 
class war. The proletarians, the disinherited laborers, have 
frequently rebelled and resorted to the use of force and other 
means to obtain their rights. But they were too ignorant; 
in their miserably enslaved condition the great masses had 
no opportunity to acquire an education and scientific train- 
ing; they did not unite solidly, but only in groups, not 
simultaneously, but only sporadically. They failed to go 
to the root of the evil; they did not exterminate capitalism, 
but were satisfied with a few sops, palliatives thrown to them, 
with a slight increase in wages, an insignificant improvement 
in their condition. The advantages gained by their efforts, 
if there were any advantages at all, were always of a tempo- 
vary nature. The laborers remained under the yoke as before; 
indeed, the yoke was steadily pressed down more tightly 
upon their necks. 

What Mr. Socialist has told us until now is a sketch of 
past evolution; now he will tell us of the present and the 
future. He will conclude his talk with these remarks: — 

We live in an age of great changes. Capitalism, much 
against its will, of course, has given birth to Socialism. 
The child will live, but the mother must die. Socialism is 
now enlightening the laboring world with the light of science: 
it is revealing the true state of affairs. “It is a marvelous 
thing to arouse the class-consciousness of the laborer; it is 
necessary and essential that the worker be made class- 
conscious; he must be taught the necessity of ceaseless war 
against capital.” “This work is now being performed with 
much success, by means of addresses that are delivered 
throughout the country, by means of well-nigh innumerable 
books and periodicals that are brought among the people, into 





— 23 — 


their homes and into their workshops, and are read and 
studied by many with much earnestness.” “Every day brings 
new examples of the rapid growth and the constantly in- 
creasing dissemination of Socialist ideas.” “There is much 
activity in all fields, and Forward! is the watchword.” The 
workers are daily realizing more fully their condition, and 
the war which they must wage. You have the proof before 
you. Laborers have united in large numbers, and are 
zealously fighting their oppressors. For the first they are 
employing strikes, boycotts, and also politics. But these are 
merely skirmishes, preludes, and preliminaries to the storming 
and the destruction of the heavily fortified citadel of capi- 
talism. By means of such things as these the laboring class 
makes some gains, but not of a thorough and permanent 
character. The goal toward which they strive is much 
higher; it is this: All land, all machinery, all the sources 
of prosperity must be wrested from the hands of the indi- 
vidual owners and turned into collective property.* Private 
ownership, the wage-system, “capitalism,” must be abolished, 
root and branch. When this is accomplished, class-dis- 
tinction and the class-struggle will end; and all mankind 
will at last enjoy liberty and peace. 

AN this must and will come to pass. The evolution of 
history will take its course in spite of all opposition, and has 
already assumed the dimensions of a revolution. Until now 
bloodshed has been unnecessary; we Socialists hope that 
it will never be necessary; if the “capitalists,” however, 
refuse to capitulate to Socialism, they must forcibly be 
brought to their senses. The workers will win; they are 
by far in the majority. They have the power in their hands. 
The grave of the “capitalists” is ready, they have dug it 
themselves; they only need to be thrown into it. In the: 
natural course of events Socialism must soon become domi-- 
nant; present conditions will bring its enthronement about.. 
The more “capitalism” struggles and resists, the sooner’ and! 


* Observe that the hand of the Socialist is turned not only- 
against the rich, but against every owner of property. 
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the more certain will be its downfall. It has outlived itself, 
it is dying; and from its ashes Socialism will arise. — 
This, then, dear Christian reader, is the Socialists’ answer 
to the question, Will Socialism ever rule? We will here say 
only this much: The almighty and everlasting God, the 
Creator and Preserver of all things, still rules on high, and ° 
ignores the doctrines of an intoxicated science. With His 
Word Socialism does not harmonize; Ife may, perhaps, for 
reasons suflicient to IIimself, suffer it to prevail for a time 
and at certain places; but we will rely upon that which is 
written: “The Lord looketh from heaven; He beholdeth 
all the sons of men. From the place of His habitation He 
looketh upon all the inhabitants of the earth. He fashioneth 
their hearts alike; He considereth all their works.” (Ps. 33, 
13—15.) “IIe ruleth by His power forever; ITis eyes be- 
hold the nations. Let not the rebellious exalt themselves.” 


(Ps. 66, 7.) 


CHAPTER VI. 


Socialism and Religion. 


“Socialism is not concerned with religion; religion is 
a private affair.” Much deceit is practised with these two 
propositions, which, in a literal sense, are true. Socialism 
professes no religion, has no religious principles, does not 
concern itself with supernatural and eternal affairs, has 
nothing to do with truths that are divinely revealed from 
heaven or written in man’s heart. Socialism forbids no man 
to hold any particular faith. The Socialist party does not 
require those that would be received into membership to 
renounce all religion; whether a man be a Christian or a Ji ew 
or a Mohammedan, he will be welcomed with open arms, pro- 
vided he only declares his acceptance of socialistic doctrine, 
and his readiness to vote and work for the party. This is 
the only correct interpretation of resolutions on the subject 
of religion passed by Socialist conventions, an example of 
which we have in the plank in the 1908 platform of the 
American Socialist party: “The Socialist party is primarily 
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an economic movement. It is not concerned with religious 
beliefs.” — If, however, you should incline to the view — and 
this is the view that such words as the above are designed to 
awaken in the minds of those who would be religious — that 
socialistic doctrines are not against religion, but, rather, in 
perfect harmony with it; that one can be and remain a Chris- 
tian, even. though one adhere to Socialism, vote and work 
for it, without, in the least, endangering one’s Christianity, 
vou are greatly deceived. 

It is true, Socialism does not aim to destroy religion 
by the use of force or by legislative prohibition. In the 
French Revolution of 1789 an effort was made in this - 
direction; a resolution was passed claiming that there is 
no God, hence also no religion. The descendants of those 
fathers have, however, become wiser; they now realize that 
an undertaking of this nature is futile and can only injure 
the cause of Socialism. In order to gain a hearing, also 
among those that would still be believers and thus by social- 
istic enlightenment root religion out of the hearts of men, 
they prudently say: “Socialism is not concerned with reli- 
gion; religion is a private affair.” We are not falsely im- 
puting such hypocrisy and deceitfulness to Socialists; some 
of their leading men have betrayed themsclves. 

Wm. Liebknecht, in his address on the Erfurt Program 
(1891), says very emphatically: “Social Democracy as such 
has absolutely nothing to do with religion. Every man has 
the right to think and believe what he will, and no one has 
the right to molest or limit another in his thoughts or beliefs, 
or to allow any one’s opinions to be a disadvantage to him 
in any way.” At the same time he makes this comment 
concerning religion: “Only education can be of help here.” 
(Kerr & Co., pp. 57. 58.) So, then, this is what Liebknecht 
wants to say: Religion is, indeed, an evil; but this evil can 
be removed by means of socialistic education. On another 
oecasion, Liebknecht, forgetting that he might give offense 
to such as are religious, and lose their votes, explains how 
this kind of instruction is to be imparted, so that the igno- 
rant common people may be emancipated from religion; 
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he says: “It_is our duty as Socialists to root out the faith 
in God with all our zeal; and no man is worthy of, the 
name Socialist who is not himself an atheist, and does not 
consecrate himself to the spread of atheism.” (Blum; Volks- 
staat, p. 361.) This, then, is the meaning of the words, 
“Socialism has nothing to do with religion!” It has nothing 
to do with religion, but has a great deal against it! 

Enrico Ferri, an Italian, a recognized authority among 
Socialists, says in the English edition of Socialism and 
Positive Science: “Tt is true that Marxian Socialism, since 
the Congress held at Erfurt (1891), has rightly declared that 
religious beliefs are a private affair, and that, consequently, 
the Socialist party will fight religious intolerance in all its 
forms. ... But this superiority of view is, at the bottom, 
only a consequence of confidence in a final victory. It is 
because Socialism knows and foresees that religious beliefs, 
whether we consider them with Sergi as pathological [dis; 
eased] phenomena of human psychology or as useless phe- 
nomena of moral incrustation, must waste away before the 
extension of even elementary scientific culture. J# ts for 
this reason that Socialism does not feel the nece&sity of 
fighting specially these same religious beliefs, which are 
destined to disappear.” * : 

Some Socialists, who endeavor to treat this subject very 
earefully, so "as to catch unsophisticated adherents of 
religion in their net, declare that Socialism is not only 
opposed to religion, but contains the real kernel of all 
religions. John Spargo is a writer of this type. One of 
his books is entitled, The Spiritual Significance of Modern 
Socialism. (Huebsch & Co., New York, 1908.) We shall 
quote a few passages: 

“The spirit of Socialism cries out: 
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“T am Religion, and the church I build 

Stands on the sacred flesh with passion packed. 
In me the ancient gospels are fulfilled — 

In me the symbol rises into Fact.”  (p. 26.) 


* Ttalies are ours. 
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“Faith in man, faith in his power to rise, to realize his 
noblest aspirations and dreams, is the dominant spiritual 
impulse of this world-cireling movement.” (p. 47.) 

“The verbal inspiration of the Scriptures, with the Mosaic 
account of creation and Jonah’s voyage in the whale’s belly, 
were believed as literal facts and as such were relentlessly 
challenged by the cold, literal spirit of the new scientific 
movement. Both believers and critics thought that the de- 
struction of these dogmas was equivalent to the destruction 
of Christianity itself. They did not, and could not, realize 
that, so far as religion is an effort of man to relate himself 
to the universe, and to interpret its forces, it must be forever 
changing as human knowledge increases.” (p. 87.) 

In this way the proof is brought forward that Socialism ° 
agrees perfectly with religion! The proof is really nothing 
but a denial of all religion, especially of the Christian reli- 
gion, of revealed religion. 

E. Belfort Bax, of whom the Westminster Review says: 
“Tle is by far the ablest English exponent of Socialism,” 
has written a book bearing the title, The Religion of Social- 
ism, In the seventh edition (1908) we read: “In what sense 
Socialism is not religious will be now clear. It utterly de- 
spises the ‘other world’ with all its stage propertics, that is, 
the present object of religion. In what sense it is not ir- 
religious will be also, I think, tolerably clear. It brings back 
religion from heaven to earth, which, as we have sought to 
show, was its original sphere. It looks beyond the present 
movement or the present individual life, though not, indeed, 
to another world, but to another and higher social life in 
this world. It is in the hope and struggle for this higher 
social life, ever widening, ever intensifying, whose ultimate 
possibilities are beyond the power of language to express or 
thought to conceive, that the Socialist finds his ideal, his 
religion.” (p. 52.) This, then, is the religion of Socialism. 
Ts it anything but utter contempt and mockery of religion ? 

We often hear the remark made: It is true, there are 
some Socialists who antagonize religion; but, after all, they 
are only individual speakers and writers, and what they 
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say and write cannot be scored against Socialism or the 
Socialist party. But bear in mind that we are not dealing 
with a casual remark of some private person, but with the 
principles upon which Socialism is declared to rest, as they 
are expounded by its recognized teachers and representatives. 
The Socialists acknowledge these men as their leaders, boast 
of their scientific learning, and pay out their hard-earned 
cash to spread the books and pamphlets of such men, in 
order that their light may continue to shine. It is true, there 
are freethinkers in other parties, too. Robert Tugersoll, the 
scoffer, was a Republican. But the Republican party never 
thought of approving his irreligious principles or spreading 
among the public, for the purpose of gaining votes, his 
’ atheistic, blasphemous addresses and books. Neither did 
Ingersoll, when delivering addresses in the interest of his 
political party, make attacks upon religion or upon Chris- 
tianity; on such occasions he did not try to prove that theye 
is no God, or that the Bible contradicts itself, but he dis- 
eussed political questions of the hour. And Republicans,» 
therefore, did not find it necessary to defend themselves 
because of Ingersoll’s seoffings. Jfowever, what Marx and 
his pupils teach is Socialism, and must be imputed to 
Socialists as their doctrine, not every sentenee, of course, 
but the principles, the doctrines. 

Others, again, say that Socialism in itself demands re- 
ligion, and is not at all against it, but that some make the 
mistake of trying to prove Socialism with arguments based 
upon unbelief. This is certainly a most absurd contention. 
It would, indeed, be very strange if that which harmonizes 
with belief in God, and even demands belief in God, were 
to be established by arguments based upon unbelief! Cgn 
light be made brighter by means of darkness, or life be in- 
vigorated by death, or fire be ignited by water? No, just 
because Socialism rests upon unbelief, the entire line of 
reasoning by which men seek to establish its justification is 
taken from unbelief. Because religion is an obstacle in the 
way of Socialism and must, wherever it may exist, be removed 
before one can become a real Socialist, therefore so much 
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energy is expended in the effort to explain it away by means. 
of socialistic science. 

To assert that Socialism agrees with revealed religion is 
an evident contradiction of the truth. The entire socialistic 
literature and press in our country and in others are engaged 
in an undisguised war upon religion. One can hardly pick 
up a paper acknowledged by Socialists without finding the 
clearest evidences of enmity toward religion. The Vorwaerts 
of New York City, for instance, an “organ of the Socialist 
party,” does not hesitate to advocate frankly the veriest 
irreligion. The imperial chancellor of Germany, Bethmann- 
Hollweg, was fully justified in telling the Socialists to their 
faces in an address delivered in the Reichstag, April 16, 1913 
(as reported in the Vorwaerts of April 26, 1913): “The 
Socialist press preaches toleration, but it daily attacks faith 
in God.” 

To every one that is willing to see nothing can be more 
evident than this: Socialism is not only defended by many 
unbelievers of the worst kind, but ts in itself, in its innermost 
‘essence, it being nothing but materialism, evolutionism, 
opposed to all religion. As long as it is not willing to deny 
and surrender itself, it cannot but contradict and fight re- 
ligion. As surely as the Bible teaches religion, Socialism 
denies religion. Just as it would be absurdly preposterous 
to make the assertion that Christianity contains nothing 
against unbelief, atheism, thus it is also absurdly prepos- 

terous to say that Socialism contains nothing against religion. 
A Christian who suffers himself to be misled by the deceit 
of “science,” by sugar-coated phrases and big promises, and 
enters the Socialist camp, goes into a fire in which, unless 
he quickly returns, his soul will be destroyed. Here the 
words of the Scriptures find application: “Be ye not un- 
equally yoked together with unbelievers. ... Go ye out: 
from among them, and be ye separate.” 
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CHAPTER VIL. 


Socialism Has No Room for Faith in God. 


In the foregoing chapter it was shown in general that 
Socialism is antagonistic to religion, to all religion; that its 
principles demand rejection of religion. In this chapter 
we shall take up particularly Socialism’s attitude toward the 
doctrine of God. That there is a God is the very first funda- 
mental doctrine of all religions. To profess religion and to 
deny the existence of God is an absurdity. 

How do Socialism and faith in God harmonize? Like 
light and darkness, like fire and water. They exclude each 
other. The socialistic system has not the least use for faith 
in God. It does not acknowledge faith. A Christian may, 
perhaps, be talked into joining the Socialists and making 
common cause with them for a while without immediately 
losing his faith in God; in that event he has not yet become 
a genuine Socialist; he does not understand the real, funda- 
mental doctrines of Socialism. As soon as he grasps these, 
he will either give up his faith or else leave the Socialist 
camp; only one of these two eventualities is possible. 

Atheism is the underlying principle of socialistic 
“science.” If Socialism gives up atheism, it must itself 
fall. This will become evident to us when we consider that 
faith in God demands faith in the divine creation, pres- 
ervation, and government of all things. 

An important part of faith in God is that God has by 
His word, out of nothing, created heaven, and earth, and the 
sea, and all that is therein, both great and small, everything 
after its own kind and for its own purpose; every light in 
the firmament of heaven, the sun, the moon, and the stars; 
the fishes of the sea, the beasts of the field, the fowls of the 
air; all grasses and herbs and trees; every creature after 
its kind, and, finally, man as the crown and the lord of all 
creation, whom everything was to serve, and who, therefore, 
was made in God’s own image, so that the majesty of God 
was reflected in him asin a mirror. And God performed this 
great work in six days. And then He saw everything that 
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He had made, and, behold, it was very good. The world 
was not to develop gradually, in the course of many millions 
of years, and to become good. It was good and perfect. 

God has not withdrawn His hand from the created world, 
and abandoned it to its fate, but without ceasing preserves 
and governs the world. “By Him all things consist.” 
(Col. 1, 17.) “He upholdeth all things by the word of His 
power.” (Heb. 1, 3.) “A sparrow shall not fall on the 
ground without your Father. But the very hairs of your 
head are all numbered.” (Matt. 10, 29. 30.) “God that made 
the world and all things therein ... has made of one blood 
all nations of men for to dwell on all the face of the earth, 
and has determined the times before appointed and the 
bounds of their habitation; that they should seek the Lord, 
if, haply, they might feel after Him and find Him, though 
He be not far from every one of us; for in Him we live 
and move and have our being.” (Acts 17, 24. 26—28.) 

We Christians believe that the creation, preservation, and 
government of all things is the work of God. This doctrine 
is taught in the very first chapter of the Bible, and is con- 
firmed in innumerable passages of the good book. Natural 
religion, or the religion of human reason, as much of it as 
is to be found among the heathen, though not teaching these 
truths quite so plainly and clearly, and though setting forth 
many erroneous views, nevertheless teaches a doctrine of 
creation and preservation very much resembling that of the 
Bible. The heathen, too, ascribe this great work to God or 
to several gods; they believe in a Supreme Being or a number 
of divine beings, to whom all things owe their existence, 
in whom all things consist, upon whom every human being 
is dependent. They, therefore, worship their gods, serve them, 
and offer sacrifices to them. This is a confirmation of the 
Christian faith; it proves that human reason knows that 
there is a God. St. Paul, therefore, writes of the heathen 
(Rom. 1, 19. 20): “Because that which may be known of 
God is manifest in them; for God hath showed it unto them. 
For the invisible things of Him from the creation of the 
world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
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are made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they 
are without excuse.” Indeed, no intelligent man will dis- 
agree with us on this subject; in the eyes of every Christian, 
indeed, of every one that still has a particle of religion, the 
creation and preservation of the universe are two of the 
principal: works of God. 

Now, if Socialism lets the article of faith in God stand, 
it must also allow the doctrine of the creation and preserva- 
tion of all things by God to stand. But what, in that event, 
will become of its materialism, its evolutionism, its determi- 
nism? All these will fall to pieces. If God, in the beginning, 
created the world, and created it complete and perfect, then 
there is no truth in the Socialist doctrine that the world is 
eternal, that it has evolved from primitive matter, and that 
it is constantly developing. If God has created man, then 
there is no truth in the Socialist doctrine that man must trace 
his origin to primitive matter or the primal cell; that he was, 
at one time, an animal of a very low order; that he gradually 
advanced; became an ape, and finally a thinking animal, 
a human being. If God preserves and governs the world, 
gives heed to everything, guides the destinies of individuals 
and of nations, interferes, now here and now there, with His 
omnipotence and wisdom, by the distribution of blessings or 
the execution of judgment, exalts and debases according to 
His pleasure; if everything ultimately depends upon Him, 
and what He permits,—then there is’ no truth in the 
Socialist doctrine that all things here in time are determined 
by prevailing conditions and circumstances, so that one thing 
always follows, and must follow, from another; that even 
man’s conceptions of right and wrong, of good and evil, are 
determined by his surroundings, éspecially by the manner 
in which he obtains his nourishment; that there are no divine, 
immutable, eternal rules and laws; that “capitalism” must 
necessarily give birth to Socialism. Indeed, if it is true that 
there is an almighty, omniscient God who is all in all, who 
from the throne of His habitation in heaven looketh upon all 
the children of men, and considereth all their works, who 
gives and preserves life and breath according to His good 
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pleasure, then the entire socialistic “science” with all its 
wisdom is a swindle, pure and simple. If Socialism is to 
maintain itself, it must attack faith in God; it has no room 
for a faith of this kind. Faith in God is in Socialism’s way 
everywhere, Socialism cannot make any use of faith, nor 
allow it to exist. Faith in God, wherever it prevails, spells 
the death of Socialism. Every “clear-headed” Socialist, 
every one that understands Socialism, knows that, if Social- 
ism conceded that there is a God, a Creator and Disposer 
of all things, the whole system would fall to pieces like 
a house of ecards in a gust of wind. 

The “great” fathers and leaders of Socialism make no 
effort to conceal their atheism; they boast of their atheism 
in their writings. We shall quote a few brief passages from 
the works of some of their foremost leaders. 

Marx writes: “We make war against all prevailing ideas 
of religion, of State, of country, of patriotism. The idea 
of God is the keystone of a perverted civilization. It must 
be destroyed. The true root of liberty, of culture, is atheism.” 
(Quoted by De Tunzelmann in The Superstition Called 
Socialism, p. 250, from Marx’s Geheime Gesellschaften der 
Schweiz.) 

Engels says: “But nowadays, in our evolutionary con- 
ception of the universe, there is absolutely no room for either 
a Creator or a Ruler; and to talk of a Supreme Being shut 
out from the whole existing world implies a contradiction in 
terms, and, as it seems to me, a gratuitous insult to the 
feelings of religious people.” (Socialism, Utopian and 
Scientific, p. 19.) 

Bebel, the “ablest, most devoted, and most reliable leader 
of the class-conscious, proletarian movement in Germany,” 
who died August 13, 1913, and who in his last letter to the 
executive committee of the Social Democrat party wrote: 
“The devil has me by the throat again,” is revered everywhere 
among Socialists as “the great Socialist,” “the great atheist,” 
and many expressly profess adherence to all his principles, 
without exception, and vow allegiance to them. This man 
Bebel has taken great pains to put an end to faith, not only 
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as far as he himself is concerned, but also in the hearts of 
others. We shall quote a few passages from his principal 
book, Woman and Socialism. On page 445 we are told: 
“The gods did not create man; it is man that makes gods 
or a god for himself. In his [man’s] image, in his likeness 
he creates him [god], and not vice versa. Natural science 
stamps the doctrine uf the creation of the world in six days 
a myth.” On page 486 he quotes these words of the late 
President Grant: “God is preparing the world to become 
one nation,” and then proceeds to make the sarcastic con- 
ment: “Of course, in the inind of a full-blooded Yankee, 
God plays the adjusting part, which, however, is solely a prod- 
uct of historical evolution.” In the eyes of Bebel, then, God 
is nothing more than an idea, a conception that has slowly 
developed in the brain of the ignorant rabble. On page 262 
Bebel rejects, in the same manner as Engels, the fallacy 
of those who maintain that one can consistently accept the 
doctrine of evolution, called Darwinism after one of its chief 
exponents, and at the same time believe in God, or, in other 
words, that God created primal matter, endowed it with the 
power of evolution, and then left it to its own devices. And 
here he even attacks another one of the great men of un- 
belief, the well-known Haeckel of Jena. The latter tried 
to prove to the famous Virchow that there is no basis for 
the charge that the doctrine of evolution plays into the hands 
of Socialism. Bebel says: “Prof. Haeckel and his adherents 
deny that Darwinism leads to atheism, and so, after having 
removed the ‘Creator’ by their scientific explanations and 
proofs, they make convulsive efforts to smuggle him in by 
the back door. With this object in view, they manufacture 
their own brand of ‘religion,’ which they call ‘higher morality,’ 
‘moral principles,’ and so forth.” 

Enrico Ferri says: “Darwin’s theory, whether one likes 
it or not, in showing that man descends from animals, has 
struck a great blow at the belief in God as the Creator of 
the universe and of man by a special decree.” “God, as 
Laplace has said, is a hypothesis of which positive science 
has no need. He is, according to Herzen, at the most an X, 
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which contains in itself not the ‘unknowable,’ as Spencer 
and Dubois-Reymond claim, but all that humanity does not 
yet know. Also, it is a variable X, which decreases in pro- 
portion as the discoveries of science advance.” (Socialism 
and Positive Science, pp. 47. 48.) 

What horrible words! If the acknowledged and much-~ 
lauded fathers and leaders of Svcialism blaspheme and re- 
nounce the living, eternal God in this manner, is it likely 
that their real pupils and children will believe in Him and 
honor Him? Never! Ifence the words of the psalmist must 
be applied to consistent Socialists: “The fool hath said in 
his heart, There is no God. They are corrupt, they have 
done abominable works.” (Ps. 14, 1.) Let those who believe 
in God and fear Him heed the words: “Blessed is the man 
that walketh not in the counsel of the ungodly, nor standeth 
in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the scorn- 


ful.” (Ps. 1, 1.) 


CHAPTER VIII. 


Socialism Rejects the Divine Moral Law, and Sets up 
a Morality of Its Own. 


There is a moral law, a natural law, which is of God. 
“In the creation of man He wrote it in man’s heart, and 
afterwards He laid it down in Ten Commandments written 
on two tables, and published it through Moses.” In this 
Law God reveals to us His holy will, and tells us how we are 
to be, and what we are to do or not to do. Every man, there- 
fore, has an innate conscience, an inner voice, which bears 
witness to him, and pronounces judgment upon what he does 
or fails to do, whether it be good or evil. The divine moral 
code written upon the table of man’s heart has, it is true, 
become obscured and effaced to some extent by his constant 
sinning, indeed, by his inborn sinful depravity, so that his 
conscience is frequently asleep and silent; so-called finer 
sins, lusts, and evil desires man does not know of himself, 
nor does he take pains to learn to know them; on the con- 
trary, he seeks to extenuate and to justify his wicked impulses 
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and inclinations, even his manifest and gross transgressions ; 
but he cannot remove all traces of the law that is written 
in his heart, nor fully lull to sleep his conscience. St. Paul, 
therefore, writes (Rom. 2, 14. 15): “For when the Gentiles, 
which have not the Law, do by nature the things contained in 
the Law, these, having not the Law, are a Law unto them- 
selves; which show the work of the Law written in their 
hearts, their conscience also bearing witness, and their 
thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one 
another.” 

But what does Socialism teach on this subject? We 
‘have in previous chapters pointed out the answer; but in 
order that the matter may become perfectly clear, there is 
need of further explanation and the presentation of proof. 

Socialism rejects the divine moral law, and substitutes 
a law of its own. Denying God, the Creator, it cannot 
acknowledge a divine Lawgiver. It traces everything baek 
to its “science,” the materialistic doctrine of evolution. It 
says: Ethies, or the principles of morality, are, like every- 
thing else, a product of evolution. They did not come from 
heavenly heights, they did not spring from a divine spark, 
but in the course of time grew out of the material conditions 
in which mankind lived. They are a fruit of the system of 
private property, in other words, of “eapitalism.” The ruling, 
that is, the “capitalistic,” class has invented the moral com- 
mandments for the purpose of keeping the non-property- 
owners, the workers, the wage-slaves, under the yoke. What- 
ever is called moral law to-day serves but one purpose, namely, 
the oppression of the working class. Here, too, Socialism 
intends to bring about a change by the overthrow of “capital- 
ism.” Socialism establishes a new morality, which consists 
essentially in this, that every one, in accordance with the 
impulses that exist in the animal, strives after that which 
is of benefit to society and, hence, also to himself. Whatever 
ws good for the laborer ts right; whatever is harmful to him 
is wrong. This is the highest law, the sum of all future 
morality! 

Shall we prove what we have said? The presentation of 
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proof is necessary only for those who do not yet know So- " 
cialism. The following quotations will be sufficient. They 
are taken from books written by genuine, recognized Social- 
ists especially for the purpose of enlightening the ignorant 
in this matter, and gaining them for Socialism. These books 
are highly recommended for study by the “greatest Socialist 
publishing house in the world,” Chas. El. Kerr & Co., and 
likewise by the party itself, a fact of which any one who 
will write to the “Socialist Party of America,” 803 W. Madi- 
son St., Chicago, Ill, for a free copy of its catalog may 
quickly convince himself. Immediately after the title page 
of the catalog we read: “The books listed in the chapter under 
the heading, ‘What to Read on Socialism,’ we recommend.” 
Surely, no rational man will say that the doctrines taught in 
these books are merely the personal opinions of the authors; 
the party, though perhaps not subscribing to every phrase 
contained in them, acknowledges the essential contents, the 
doctrines of the books; the party is desirous that every one 
should learn and aceept these doctrines, and for that reason 
is so actively engaged in spreading these writings. 

Karl Kautsky has written a book of 144 pages on the 
subject before us, entitled, Ethics and the Materialistic Con- 
ception of History, from which we have already quoted. In 
the advertisement of this book Kerr writes: “Kautsky is 
to-day the leading Socialist writer of Germany, and his 
writings are more generally accepted by Socialists of all 
shades of opinion all over the world than are the books of 
any other living writer. ... 

“One vital question which must be faced by every So- 
cialist is our attitude toward capitalistic ideas of what is 
right and moral. If the capitalists had to depend on force 
to keep the workers in subjection, their rule would end at 
onee, for what force they can command would be as nothing 
before a united working class. They maintain their rule by 
imposing such moral ideas as they like upon the children of 
the workers through the schools, the churches, and the news- 
papers. To refute these ideas, the workers need a clear 
understanding of the basis of ethics, and to this under- 
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standing Nautsky’s book here described will prove a most 
important help.” 

Now a few selections from the German edition of the 
book (J. H. W. Dietz Nachfolger, Stuttgart, 1910): “The 
moral law is an animal impulse and nothing else. 
Because the moral law is an aniinal impulse of the same 
origin as the impulses of sclf-preservation and propagation, 
hence its force, its urging, which we obey without delibera- 
tion, hence its quick decisions in individual cases whether 
a given act be good or evil, virtuous or vicious; hence the 
decisiveness and the energy of our moral judgment, and hence 
the diffieultyv of stating its reasons when the mind begins to 
dissect our actions, and to inquire as to the reasons for them. 
Then we finally find that to understand everything means to 
excuse everything, that everything is necessary and nothing 
wicked.” (pp. 68. 64.) “One must, moreover, in order to un- 
derstand a moral demand, know not only the social necessity 
that brought it about, but also the peculiar manner of thought 
of the society that created it.” (p. 23.) “From these heavenly 
heights morality is by historic materialism brought down to 
earth. We learn to know its animal origin, and we see that 
its changes in human society are conditioned by the changes 
which the latter goes through under the stimulation of 
technical evolution. And the moral ideal is now revealed 
to us in its purely negative character as a contradiction of 
the existing moral order, and its significance is recognized 
as the motive of the class struggle as a means of gathering 
together and inciting the powers of the revolutionary classes.” 
(p. 139.) 

Howard C. Caldwell has published a pamphlet on Our 
Mental Enslavement. On the cover there’ are printed in 
heavy type the following words: “Capitalists are not strong 
enough to chain the bodies of their wage-workers, but they 
are shrewd enough to enslave their minds. Moral codes ure 
used to make slaves act as their masters desire.” This 
thought runs through the whole booklet like a searlet thread. 
Caldwell says that in the primeval days of the human race 
there was no law concerning marriage, theft, lying, false 
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witness, covetousness; no law was necessary “because there 
was no private property.” (pp. 12. 13.) When private prop- 
erty was introduced, the property-owners invented such laws 
of morality, not for themselves, but for their subjects, for 
the women, for the slaves, for the workingmen, so that they 
might be the more willing to submit to exploitation. There- 
fore Socialism will abrogate the old laws of morality. “You 
see that it is almost entirely by mental chains that the 
workers are enslaved. We must break away from all the 
superstitions, orthodox beliefs, and moral codes of an old 
society before we can establish a new one.” (p. 44.) “They” 
(the nation) “must build a new code or morality based upon 
the material interests of the whole people; cooperating in 
the production and distribution of wealth. They must free 
our minds from the superstitions and dogmas of our an- 
cestors, and permit our ideals to conform along evolutionary 
lines.” (pp. 62. 63.) 

“Rey.” Chas. H. Vail, in his tract, The Socialist Move- 
ment, makes the same assertions: “Morality, then, has passed 
through a process of evolution; there has never existed 
a universal or permanent code of ethics.... The moral forms 
are products of economic conditions. In each period the 
forms were considered perfect, but that which was considered 
moral in one period became immoral in the succeeding, 
because the old ideas of right, justice, etc., ceased to accord 
with the new conditions wrought by the industrial evolution.” 
(p. 24.) “Under Socialism, then, morality will obtain its 
ultimate form.” (p. 28.) “Under Socialism the highest rule 
of human conduct, the ethical sanction, will consist in that 
which makes for social well-being.” (p. 29.) 

Morris Hillquit, a lawyer, who, as an active representative 
of Socialism and member of the Socialist party, writes a great 
deal and is in great favor with Socialists, carefully avoids. all 
attacks upon religion, because he is not desirous of repelling: 
Christians; but in this question he lets the cat out of the 
bag. In his Socialism in Theory and Practise, under the 
heading, “The Ethical Idea and Social Morality,” he says: 
“An ethical ideal does not imply a belief in a code of mo- 
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rality good for all times and places, and independent of all 
existing physical conditions. It merely represeuts our view 
of the last phase of moral evolution iu civilized society based 
upon our vbservation of the course of such evolution in 
the past.” (p. 58.) —“The modern labor movement is matur- 
ing its own standard of right and wrong conduct, its own 
ideals and morality.” (p. 62.) — “The two historical slogans 
given to the modern Socialist and labor movement by Karl 
Marx and Frederick Engels: ‘The emancipation of the work- 
ingmen can only be accomplished by the workingmen them- 
selves, and: ‘Workingmen of all countries, unite! You have 
nothing to lose but your chains; you have a world to gain!’ — 
may truly be said to be the main precepts of the new morality 
of the working class.” (p. 63.) 

This, then, is a sample of the “science” which Socialists, 
particularly also such as belong to the Socialist party in 
America, whose books the party sells and recommends, repre- 
sent and disseminate. This is the “science” which they 
would enthrone; the divine Law, the holy Ten Command- 
ments, the Law of which our Lord Jesus says, “Verily, I say 
unto you, Till heaven and earth pass away, one jot or one 
tittle shall in no wise pass from the Law” — this Law they 
trample under foot and nullify. Socialists aim to set up 
a new law, a law of their own, a law according to which no 
man has any responsibility to a divine Lawgiver; a law 
that knows of no sin, neither original nor actual sin; a law 
according to which no man stands in need of redemption by 
a Savior; a law according to which one need not hope for 
heaven nor fear hell. 

Alas! the poor souls that suffer themselves to be fasci- 
nated by this “science”! They virtually declare themsglves 
to be void of all reason; they deny their own conscience; 
they become children and slaves of him who is “a liar from 
the beginning and the father of it,’ — Satan. 
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CHAPTER IX. 
Socialism Resists the Ordinance of Civil Government. 


Civil government is not a human, but a divine institution. 
It is ordained of God. The kind and the form of government, 
whether monarchy or democracy, or whatever other forms of 
government there may be, were not determined by Um, 
nor does Ile choose directly the officials of government; this 
He has left to the discretion of man. It is lis will, however, 
that there should be a government; .that the government 
should have and exercise a power; that it should reign 
and rule; that it should make and execute laws; that it 
should force the unwilling to obey; that it should demand an 
accounting of transgressors, and inflict punishment upon 
them; that it should exercise all these functions for the 
welfare of the people, for the suppression of evil and the 
furtherance of that which is good. 

The supreme power and authority over all things is God 
Himself. Over irrational creation He rules immediately, by 
His almighty power, according to Ilis will; but rational 
humanity Ie governs, to a great extent, mediately, by indi- 
vidual men. In the household His government is admin- 
istered by the head of the family; the parental estate is the 
basis of all governmental authority on earth. The city God 
rules by the city fathers and the nation by its sovereign or 
chief executive. That this arrangement is good and useful, 
that the human race cannot exist and prosper without govern- 
mental authority, but would fare like a herd without a shep- 
herd, like a vessel without a helmsman, this even human 
reason can see. IIence, traces of civil government are found 
even among the most degenerate savage tribes. The Scrip- 
tures speak of civil government in terms of high praise, and 
denounce all disobedience and rebellion against it as a wicked 
sin; they demand of the Christian that he obey, and faith- 
fully support in the administration of their official duties, 
even godless and tyrannical rulers, as long as they exact 
from him nothing that conflicts with his conscience. Our 
Lord Jesus Himself, having in mind primarily the heathen 
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Roman emperor of those days, says: “Render unto Caesar 
the things which are Caesar’s, and unto God the things that 
are God’s.” (Matt. 22, 21.) Rom. 18, St. Paul writes: “Let 
every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is 
no power but of God; the powers that be are ordained of 
God. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power resisteth the 
ordinance of God; and they that resist shall receive to them- 
‘selves damnation. For he beareth not the sword in vain; 
for he is the ininister of God, a revenger to execute wrath 
upon him that doeth evil. Wherefore ye must needs be 
subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscience’ sake.” 
In his First Epistle St. Peter writes, chapter 2: “Submit 
yourselves to every ordinance of man for the Lord’s sake, 
whether it be to the king, as supreme, or unto governors, as 
unto them that are sent by him for the punishment of evil- 
doers, and for the praise of them that do well.” In chapter 2 
of his Second Epistle Peter enumerates those that “despise 
government, and are not afraid to speak evil of dignities,”’ 
among the most godless of men. Hence, sedition from, or 
rebellion against, an existing government, even though such 
government have come into power wrongfully, even though 
it commit much injustice, as long as one can remain subject 
to it with a clear conscience, without being forced to sin, 
is a crime in the sight of God. 

But what is Socialism’s stand toward this divine ordi- 
nance? ; 

Socialism emphatically denies that the powers that be 
were ordained of God. Socialism does not admit the exist- 
ence of God. None of its “scientific” principles are founded 
upon this doctrine; how, then, can it admit that the order 
of civil government is of divine origin? This institution, 
according to socialistic teachings, is nothing but a product of 
economic evolution. In the same manner as everything else 
developed in accordance with the circumstances and material 
situations in which the human race lived and acquired its 
daily bread, all civil or governmental authority is said to 
have evolved itself, without interference by supernatural 
power or some deity. 
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Socialism teaches that the whole governmental fabric 
was reared in the interest of private property, that civil 
government was established to protect property, and thus 
is the right arm of the property-owner, “capitalism’s” chief 
instrument for the spoliation of the working class. 

Socialism brazenly teaches revolution against the State. 
“Capitalistic” government is to be destroyed, the entire 
’ political system as now constituted shall fall, and upon its 
ruins shall arise the new “social order.” If possible, this 
change is to be brought about peaceably; but if the owning 
class refuses to yield, the working class, as soon as it is 
sufficiently strong, is to bring the “rebels” to submission by 
force. If the desired goal cannot be reached by ballots, then 
by bullets. Socialism does not strive for reform, but for 
revolution. 

Socialism admits that there must needs be some kind of 
order and some form of government; but it would introduce 
an entirely new and different government, a government not 
having authority, not bearing. the sword, but, rather, a regu- 
lation of labor and the distribution of profit, a government of 
the workshop, a business management. The officers of the so- 
elalistice commonwealth are to have no voice whatever, no 
legislative power, but are merely to execute the orders given 
by society. So, then, emperors, kings, princes, presidents, and 
all their adjuncts are to be buried forever; the courts of law 
and legislatures, as now constituted, are all to be abolished. 
We are told that all such offices and powers will have nothing 
to do in the blissful days of Socialism. For then government 
will have to concern itself with things only, and not with 
persons. The people will then rule absolutely. 

We would here remind the reader of what has been said 
in Chapter IV: “What is Socialism?” : 

A. Bebel, in Woman and Socialism, enlarges upon the 
matter under consideration. Under the heading, “The Origin 
of the Civil Order,” we read, among other things: “Private 
property and the right of inheritance connected therewith 
gave rise to further class distinctions and class contrasts. 
In course of time the owners united against those that owned 
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nothing. Thus there became necessary a power that would 
supervise, guide, order, equalize, and interfere by means of 
protection and punishment. There came into existence the 
State, which was the inevitable product of the conflicting 
interests arising in the new social order.” (pp. 50. 51.) 
Under the heading, “The Social Revolution,” § 2, where he 
tries to show that the entire institution of what is now called 
civil government must be abolished, he says: “The State is - 
a necessary organization in a social order, resting upon class 
rule; and as soon as the class contrast has been swept away 
by the abolition of private property, it will lose all need of 
existence, indeed, all possibility of existence. The State will 
gradually cease to be when the ruling power has been 
removed, just as religion ceases to be where there is no 
longer any faith in supernatural beings or in rational, trans- 
eendental forces.” (pp. 871. 372.) In the chapter on “Prin- 
eiples of the Socialistie Organization” the future socialistic 
state is described thus: “At the head of all local administra- 
tive units stands the central administrative body, — mark 
well! no government with power to rule, but an executive 
board of administrators. ... This form of administration, 
resting upon the broadest democratic principles, differs funda- 
mentally from that which is at present in force.” (p. 876.) 
(The italies are Bebel’s.) 

Similar passages could be quoted from a long list of 
“standard” Socialist authors. Nowhere have we found any 
other exposition. Ilow could we expect to find any other 
among those that are intoxicated with socialistic science and 
have a real knowledge of it? 

Charles H. Kerr says in his pamphlet What to Regd on 
Socialism: “A revolution is a change in laws or institutions 
made by’ a new economie class which overthrows the former 
rulers, and takes control of the political and economie struc- 
ture of society. The Socialist party, in America and else- 
where, stands, not for reform, but for revolution, since it 
holds that the rule of the capitalist class must come to an 
end, and that the workers must become the rulers. As to 
the means by which the revolution shall be brought about, 
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the only important question is as to what means will prove 
most effective.” (p. 19.) 

John M. Work: “If it should become necessary to use 
some force to bring the rebels to terms, our organization 
itself will be in a good position to use some of it.” (What's 
So, and What Isiwt, p. 156.) - 

Frank M. Eastwood: “Why don’t the workers join the 
reformers who believe in public ownership, and get these 
things without the slow process of building up a party of 
their own? Because the reformers are not working to the 
same end that Socialists are. Reformers of all kinds wish 
to patch up the present system and perpetuate wage-slavery, 
which is the father of all economic evils that are in existence. 
Socialists would abolish the wage-system in order to establish 
a form of industry in which each producer could get the full 
value of all he would make. There is this fundamental dif- 
ference between the reformers and the Socialists, who are 
not reformers, but are revolutionists.” (The Question Box, 
p. 26. Kerr & Co.) 

“Rev.” Charles II. Vail writes: “Whether the coming 
revolution shall be by ballots or bullets depends upon the 
education of the masses on the social question.” (Principles 
of Scientific Socialism, p. 229.) 

Every Socialist of intelligence will admit that Socialism 
is opposed to what we believe to be the divine institution 
of civil government. It ought to be hardly necessary, there- 
fore, to ask whether one can be a loyal citizen of the State, 
faithful to the laws of the country, and, at the same time, 
an ardent follower of Socialism; whether we can be Chris- 
tians and, simultaneously, Socialists in our views of civil 
government and our conduct toward the State. You must be 
either one or the other. You cannot be both. 


CHAPTER X. 
Socialism Attacks the Divine Institution of Matrimony. 


What is marriage? Our Lutheran Catechism answers: 
“The lifelong union of man and wife unto one flesh, insti- 
tuted by God and entered into by rightful betrothal.” This 
is the teaching of the Bible. In the beginning God made 
man and woman. He brought Eve to Adam as his helpmeet; 
He united. and. blessed the first couple. And this is His 
ordinance for all time. This ordinance is to be held sacred. 
God says: “Thou shalt not commit adultery.” This com- 
mandment He has made custodian and guardian of His 
ordinance. In the Sixth Commandment He forbids “every- 
thing whereby the divine ordinance of matrimony is broken, 
violated, or desecrated, be it in or out of wedlock, by deed, 
word, or desire.” All sexual intercourse, except in marriage, 
is sin, fornication, uncleanness, filthiness; every dissolution 
of the marriage ties, and everything that tends to lead thereto, 
is adultery. When two competent persons have entered into 
wedlock, they are joined together by God; and “what God 3 
hath joined together, let not man put asunder.” Their union | 
is to last till God Himself disrupts it by death. Hence, those 
that would alter, reduce, or repeal this ordinance are guilty 4 
of exalting themselves above God. All that disregard this 4 
ordinance and sin against it stand condemned, and will 
receive severe punishment. “Be not deceived: neither forni- 4 
cators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor 4 
abusers of themselves with mankind, ... shall inherit the 7 
kingdom of God.” (1 Cor. 6, 9. 10.) 

What is Socialism’s position as regards this doctrine of | 
marriage? It rejects this doctrine; it attacks the ordinance 4 
of matrimony, and it does so with much insolence and 4 
violence. It denies that marriage is a divine institution. q 
There is no ordinance that Socialism holds to be divine, nor. : 
does it make an exception in the case of matrimony. The } 
Socialist would undermine his whole “science,” the materi- ! 
alistie conception of history, the doctrine of evolution, the 4 
foundation upon which he builds, if he coneeded that God q 
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instituted marriage or gave mankind any revelations on 
the subject. In his system there is no room for such 
a doctrine. 

Socialism teaches that marriage is a purely human ar- 
rangement, which was made gradually, in the course of the 
centuries, in consequence of private property rights. After 
man, we are told, had laid hold of property, he compelled 
a woman to attach herself to him, and to him only, so that 
he might know which were his children and might make them 
heirs of his possessions. In this manner the ordinance of 
matrimony, at present in force, is said to have originated, © 
and superstition is declared to have surrounded it with a halo 
of sanctity. All marriage laws are characterized as having 
been built up on the foundation of “capitalism,” and are 
therefore said to be unnecessarily, detrimentally coercive, 
especially for women, who, as Socialists would have us 
believe, are thereby so miserably “enslaved” that most of 
them feel compelled to sell their bodies to men in return for 
money, nourishment, and sustenance, in marriage or in 
prostitution. 

Socialism promises to emancipate marriage. This eman- 
cipation, however, is not to consist in this, that men and 
women will have sexual intercourse with each other in un- 
bridled, dissolute lust after the manner of irrational beasts, 
nor in this, that individual marriages will be impossible, 
nor in the total abolition of family life, but rather in this, 
_that marriage, under “capitalism” a source of untold misery, 
will be transformed into a source of blessing. According to 
socialistic teachings it is at present impossible to tell with any 
degree of exactness how marriages will be consummated, 
conducted, and ended in the socialistic state; we must wait 
and see what changes evolution will make; certain it is, 
however, that all “capitalistic” marriage legislation will be 
stricken off the statute books, and that marriage will be 
entered into, and continued, for the sake of love, and not, as 
at present, for the sake of gain; mutual affinity will be the 
only bond uniting man and woman. And since under So- 
cialism woman will be liberated from her present state of 


slavery, and placed on an equal fouting with man, also as 
regards wages and productive capacity, no woman will be 
obliged to sell herself for the sake of support, and no man 
will desire anything of the kind, and, hence, prostitution will 
disappear. 

In all genuinely socialistic literature in which this point 
is discussed you will tind this position maintained with either 
few or many words, and that, too, in books written in defense 
of Socialism against the accusation that Socialism teaches 
“free love.” This is also the doctrine of the American 
Socialist party, for this doctrine it contends and seeks to 
gain adherents, not in its platform, to be surc,——- many of 
its principles are not set forth in the platform, — but in the 
writings which the party is actively engaged in spreading. 
This very doctrine is set forth particularly in two books, 
which do not merely mention the matter in a passing way, 
but explain it in detail, and elucidate it from all sides for 
the express purpose of enlightening us on this subject. If 
one would strike out everything in these two books that is 
against the doctrine of matrimony as a divine ordinance, 
* one could hardly do otherwise than draw a line through both 
of them from the first page to the last. And these two books 
are recommended in the catalog of the Socialist party, and 
that, too, under the heading, “Woman, Home, and Family.” 
Here, then, we are to receive instruction by recognized 
Socialist teachers on the topic of marriage. Is there any- 
thing on earth that could move the party to make an effort 
to spread such books among the people, if it did not intend 
to attack the ordinance of matrimony, if it had no desire 
to change the views of the people? Ought not the party 
to have renounced these writings long ago? With ‘one 
sentence it might thus have silenced all those who accuse it 
of attacking the institution of marriage. The two books 
that we have in mind are: The Origin of the Family, by 
F. Engels; and Woman and Socialism, by Aug. Bebel. 

Yn the thirteenth edition (1910) of his above-mentioned 
book, Engels says, among other things: “This was the origin 
of monogamy, as far as we are able to trace it in the most 
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civilized and highly developed nations of antiquity. It was 
not a product of the sexual love of the individual, having 
absolutely nothing to do therewith, marriages being a matter 
of convenience as they had been before. It was the first 
form of the family that was not based upon natural, but upon 
economic conditions, namely, upon the vietory of private 
property over the original natural social property. The 
supremacy of the man in the family and the procreation of 
children that were to be his exclusively, and were to be 
appointed as the heirs of his property,— this the Greeks 
expressly declared to be the only and exclusive object of 
individual marriage.” (p. 51.) “The complete freedom of 
the marriage contract will only then be generally possible 
when the abolition of capitalistic production, and the con- 
ditions thereby created, has swept away all the secondary 
economic considerations that still exert so powerful an in- 
fluence upon the selection of -a spouse. Then there will be 
no other motive than mutual attachment.” (p. 71.) “If only 
a marriage founded on love is moral, it follows that only such 
marriages in which love continues are moral.” If the love 
of one party ceases, “divorce is a blessing for both parties 
and also for society. There will be no need of wading 
through the unnecessary filth of divorce proceedings.” Re- 
garding the coming generation under Socialism, he says: 
“When the people are there, they will not care a damn about 
what is believed to-day as to what they should do; they will 
inaugurate their own practises and, according thereto, their 
own public opinion concerning the practise of the individ- 
ual.” (pp. 72. 73.) Enough said! 

Bebel, in his above-mentioned work of 518 pages, fifty- 
first edition (1911), says: “It was to the interest of the 
man as property-owner to have children whom he could 
regard as legitimate and appoint as his heirs; he therefore 
forced upon woman the prohibition of intercourse with other 
men.” (p. 30.) “Socialism is not creating anything new 
here; it is merely restoring, upon a higher plane of culture 
and under new social forms, that which was universally in 
vogue before society was governed by private property; and 
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every human being is to judge for himself, provided, of 
course, that the gratification of his impulses does not work 
harm or disadvantage to others. The gratification of the 
sexual instinct is just as much a personal matter as the 
gratification of any other natural impulse. No one is obliged 
to render an account of it to another, and no one whose 
opinion has not been asked has the right to interfere. How 
I eat, how I drink, how I sleep, how I dress, are my personal 
affairs; and my intercourse with persons of another sex 
likewise... . If incompatibility, disappointment, or dislike 
arises between two persons that have entered into a union 
with each other, morality demands that the alliance, having 
become unnatural and therefore immoral, be dissolved.” 
(p. 475.) 

As long as the Socialist party recommends and spreads 
such books as these, and that without explanation or restric- 
tion, their contents will be set down to its account. More- 
over, there are still being published by members of the party, 
in the interest of the cause, books that take exactly the same 
position, though the language is not so honest and plain. 
For instance, John M. Work writes as follows: “When mar- 
ried people do not love each other, it is prostitution for them 
to live together as man and wife, — legalized prostitution, 
to be sure, but prostitution just the same.” (What’s So, and 
What Isn’t, p. 57.) Wm. Thurston Brown, in his pamphlet, 
How Oapitalism Has Hypnotized Society, declares: “Our 
marriage laws and customs rest upon the notion that the 
authority of the State can make anything right and good 
which it approves. And why do we brand with the name 
of prostitute these poor daughters of the working class whom 
capitalism drives with the whip of starvation into trafficking 
with their bodies, while we never dream of applying that 
word-to any woman over whom a marriage ceremony happens 
to have been said? The answer is easy. The morality which 
society boasts to-day is machine-made. It is solely the 
product of capitalism.” (p. 18.) 

In the New York Call, a genuine Socialist paper, there 
was reprinted on the 25th of September, 1913, an article, first 





published in the widely known London Justice, on the topic, 
“The Sanctity of Family Life,’ in which the author first 
denounces those who accuse Socialism of aiming to destroy 
the family in the same manner as they would overthrow 
faith and the throne, and then proceeds to say: “Generally 
speaking, we may regard it as desirable for men and women 
to live together in pairs for the purpose of reproducing their 
kind.” “Whether marriage will take the form of a binding 
contract enforced by the State, or be regarded as a private 
matter, is a detail. The important point is that unions will 
be freely entered into, and will be determined by mutual 
sympathy and affection.” 

It would seem that from what has been said it would be 
clear to all who can see and are willing to use their eyes 
that Socialism does indeed strongly attack the divine ordi- 
nance of matrimony. And, surely, a Christian, who knows 
and judges man according to the Word of God, cannot fail 
to perceive that the freedom which Socialism promises to 
matrimony would, if it were really brought about, even 
though its adherents may not intend nor admit such an 
eventuality, enslave man in the lust of the flesh more com- 
pletely than is even now the case. May God protect us from 
this “freedom” of marriage! May IIe preserve us in obe- 
dience to the Sixth Commandment! 





CHAPTER XI. 


Socialism Denounces as Wrong the Right to Own 
Private Property. 


“Thou shalt not steal!” What does this mean? Our 
Catechism answers: “We should fear and love God that 
we may not take our neighbor’s money or goods, nor get 
them by false ware or dealing; but help him to improve and 
protect his property and business.” This is Scriptural doc- 
trine. God, the Creator of all things, is the Proprietor of 
all things; He has, however, entrusted His property to man- 
kind, has made us His stewards, some of a larger and others 
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of a smaller portion of His goods, as Solomon says, Prov. 22: 
“The rich and poor meet together; the Lord is the Maker 
of them all.” Whatever we acquire in a rightful manner, 
be it by labor, inheritance, or rents, by gift, or in another 
way, — provided, of course, that we avoid fraud and deceit 
and violence, — is our lawful property, of which we and those 
that are ours are to live, with which we are to assist the 
needy and to further, according to our ability, all movements 
having for their object the welfare of our fellow-men. Those 
who administer their property according to this rule are 
faithful stewards, and no one has the right to demand or 
take from them any of their possessions, be they ever so 
numerous. God has charged civil government with the duty 
of providing for the temporal welfare of all its subjects, to 
keep a watchful cye on the covetous, and to hold them in 
check, lest they appropriate everything to themselves, and 
at last “be placed alone in the midst of the earth.” God 
will, at His appointed time, demand a strict accounting 
of all who abuse the right of private property for the purpose 
of enriching themselves and plundering others. God has 
with much carnestness expressly prohibited all men from 
arbitrarily stretching forth their hands to grasp that which 
is in the possession of their neighbors. Indeed, those who 
have a thievish heart, and craftily or with a show of right 
seek to get their neighbor’s property, must be regarded as 
members of the band of fornicators, idolaters, adulterers, 
effeminate, abusers of themselves with mankind, thieves, 
covetous men, drunkards, revilers, extortioners, of whom God 
says (1 Cor. 6) that they “shall not inherit the kingdom 
of God.” ; 
The right to own property is, beyond all doubt, of divine 
origin; and he that assails this right, he that would change 
or abolish it, rebels against. God, and violates a divine ordi- 
nance. Socialism, with much audacity, presumes thus to — 
assail God. “Property is robbery,’ — many of our present- 
day Socialists would probably hesitate to subscribe to these 
words of the French Socialist P. J. Proudhon, but there can 
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be no doubt that they are the keynote of all socialistic writ- 
ings on private property. 

Socialists ridicule the thought that God in His law origi- 
nated the doctrine of the rights of private property. They 
trace it back to evolution. They tell us: In the same manner 
as all other customs and usages in the world are products 
of evolution, determined by the material circumstances in 
which mankind existed, thus also did the idea originate that 
it is good and proper that each man should have possession 
of his own property. Socialism regards private property as 
the principal root of all evils, as the corner-stone of “capi- 
talism” and all the manifold evils and abominations con- 
nected therewith. In order that humanity may be made 
tree and happy, so Socialism tells us; in order that the 
exploitation of the laborer may cease, wage-slavery be abol- 
ished and equality established so that all men may, on equal 
terms, enjoy all the good things of this world in a manner 
becoming a human being, it is necessary that this evil root 
be destroyed. This is the problem that Socialism has set 
out to solve, and feels certain that it will solve. It aims to 
overthrow the right of owning private property, and thus put 
an end to the whole capitalistic system, and to substitute 
therefor collectivism, the “communistic society,” — peaceably, 
if possible; by violence, if need be. 

To be gure, it is often denied that Socialism would repeal 
the right of private property. The assertion is frequently 
made that Socialism is merely fighting the special rights 
of individuals and corporations as the chief sources and 
means of production whereby others might be exploited. 
Such claims are made for the purpose of reassuring those 
who own houses or automobiles, which, naturally, they would 
like to keep. Such talk as this, however, is misleading. 
Socialism is, on principle, opposed to the right of holding 
property. It believes itself justified, in fact, ordained, to 
repeal the Scriptural command, “Thou shalt not steal,” and 
all the civil laws that protect private property, and thus, 
with one blow, overturn this pretended right and the “capi- 
talistic” system based upon it, introduce communism as far 
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as good and practicable, and thus bring about upon earth the 
“true liberty and equality” of all men. 

Socialism argues that, if the right of private property 
were permitted to continue even in the slightest degree, the 
foundation of the “capitalistic” system would not be de- 
stroyed, something would remain of the root of all evil, and 
in course of time the old abomination, “eapitalisin,” would 
again flourish; and it is just this that is to be made im- 
possible forever. Socialism is communism, community of 
property, pure and simple. That which the individual has 
under Socialism is not his property, bué the property of the 
community; for he has produced it jointly with the com- 
munity, on the community’s land, by the means of production 
belonging to the community; it is allotted to him, not that 
it may be his private property, which he may -dispose of as 
he sees fit, do business with, invest, or bequeath to others, 
but it is given to him merely for his use and enjoyment. 
The future cooperative commonwealth is to be real, genuine 
communism. Therefore Marx and Engels always refused to 
change their “Communist Manifesto” into a “Socialist Mani- 
festo.” We have already seen (Chapter 4) that Karl Kautsky, 
one of the highest authorities among Socialist leaders, de- 
plores that the name socialism has been adopted instead of 
communism. 

We might here quote numerous passages from socialistic 
writings in support of our contention; indeed, the ultimate 
object of all socialistic literature, even when it deals with 
marriage, prostitution, and similar subjects, is to show that 
private property rights, the foundation of “capitalism” and 
the source of all evil, must be abolished. Paul Lafargue, 
a Socialist authority, especially on the subject before us, has 
written a book which you will find recommended in the 
catalog of the American Socialist party, entitled, The Evo- 
lution of Property (174 pages in the English translation). 
Its contents may be summarized thus: Originally man did 
not distinguish between mine and thine. Among primitive 
tribes all goods were held in common. In the course of time 
family property became the order within the tribe and, within 
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the family, private property, each member of the family 
claiming something as his own. In order to maintain and 
to fortify the right of private property, laws were introduced, 
religious rites and ceremonies were instituted, divine com- 
mandments were invented. (pp. 58. 59.) In the closing 
chapter, in which he sums up, he writes as follows: “Civili- 
zation, after having destroyed the rude and simple com- 
munism of the beginnings of humanity, elaborates the ele- 
ments of a complex and scientific communism. Just as 
in primitive times labor is to-day performed in common, 
and the producer owns neither the instruments of labor 
nor the products of his labor. The produce of labor is 
not, as yet, shared in common, as was the case with the 
savage and barbarian tribes; it is monopolized by idle capi- 
talists, whose suppression is now but a question of time and 
opportunity. Let the parasites of property have been swept 
away, and communistic property will affirm itself and implant 
itself in society. In primitive suciety property was cominon 
only among members of the same tribe, connected by the 
ties of blood; every human being not included in the narrow 
circle of kinship was a stranger, an enemy; but in the society 
of the future, property will be held in common by all the 
members of the great human family, without distinction of 
nationality, race, or color; for the workers, bowed under the 
same capitalistic yoke, have recognized that, brothers in 
inisery, brothers in ‘revolt, they must remain brothers in 
victory.” (pp. 172. 178.) 

What does the 1912 platform of the Socialist party say? 
In the opening paragraph reference is made in the following 
words to the “capitalist system,” that is, the system which 
is founded upon private property: “We denounce this out- 
rageous system as incompetent and corrupt, and the source 
of unspeakable misery and suffering to the whole working 
elass.” Under the heading of “Collective Ownership” the. 
platform advocates: “1. The collective ownership and demo- 
cratic management of railroads, wire and wireless telegraphs: 
and telephones, express services, steamboat lines, and all 
other social means of transportation and communication, 
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and of all large-scale industries. 2. The immediate acquire- 
ment, by the municipalities, the States, or the Federal Gov- 
ernment, of all grain elevators, stockyards, storage ware- 
houses, and other distributing agencies, in order to reduce 
the present extortionate cost of living. 3. The extension 
of the public domain to include mines, quarries, oil-wells. 
forests, and water power. 4. The further conservation and 
development of natural resourees for the use and benefit of 
all the people.... 5. The collective ownership of land wher- 
ever practicable, and in cases where such ownership is im- 
practicable, the appropriation by taxation of the annual rental 
value of all land held for speculation or exploitation. 6. The 
collective ownership and democratic management of the 
banking and currency system. 7. The abolition of the monop- 
oly ownership of patents and the substitution of collective 
ownership, with direct rewards to inventors by premiums or 
royalties.” . 

If all these things become collective property, not very 
much will be left of which the individual might say: This is 
mine, and I may dispose of it as I sce fit. Who could conduct 
a private business under such community of property? What 
would remain of the individual’s right to own private prop- 
erty? And please do not forget that this is not yet Socialism, 
but, as the platform expressly says, merely a program of 
“measures calculated to strengthen the working class in its 
fight for the realization of its ultimate aim, the cooperative 
commonwealth.” These demands are to be enforced now, 
under the capitalistic system, by way of preparation for the 
future. It still remains to be seen what Socialism, if it, as 
its followers hope, ever succeeds in coming into power, will 
declare to be collective property, and how much it will turn 
over to the individual for his use. All this it reserves to 
its own pleasure and power, as the platform expressly says in 
its concluding paragraph (already quoted in Chapter I): 
“Such measures of relief as we may be able to force from 
capitalism are but a preparation of the workers to seize the 
whole powers of government, in order that they may thereby 
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lay hold of the whole system of socialized industry, and thus 
come into their rightful inheritance.” 

Any one that bears in mind the foregoing facts, and 
nevertheless imagines that he can be a sincere Christian, 
that he can hold the commandment, “Thou shalt not steal,” 
and the right of private property thereby established, to be 
_of God, and that he can, at the same time, subseribe to the 
Socialist platform, and cooperate with those who professedly 
endeavor to subvert God’s command and ordinance, on the 
ground that it is the source of human misery, must, indeed, 
be smitten with blindness. 


CHAPTER XII, 


The Socialist Party of the United States Teaches 
Genuine, Atheistic, Marxian Socialism. 


When the words of acknowledged members and leaders 
of the Socialist party are quoted in support of the contention 
that Socialism wages war against God and IIis ordinances, 
the reply is frequently made: “You are not proving your 
assertion. You are anercly adducing the private opinions 
of individuals, which are not Socialism, and consequently 
cannot be charged to the account of the party.” Such con- 
tentions as these are utterly wrong. He that speaks thus 
either does not know what Socialism and the Socialist party 
are, or else he uses such language as this for the purposé of 
misleading others. The fact cannot be denied that Socialism, 
Marxian Socialism, which is really the only Socialism con- 
fronting us to-day, is essentially inimical to God, contrary 
to divine revelation and ordinance; neither can the fact be 
denied that the local party, “The Socialist Party of the 
United States,” represents this atheistic Socialism and all 
its teachings. To say that Socialism is atheistic and the 
Socialist party is anti-Christian, is in full accord with the 
truth. Some one might say: “I am a Socialist, but I believe 
in God and respect His ordinances, and my party, as such, 
has nothing against God and His Word. It is true, many of 
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the members of the party preach gross unbelief, but they 
speak only for themselves and not in the name of the party.” 
We reply: “You are giving expression to a private opinion, 
not founded upon the facts in the case.” No one has a right 
or a reason to speak thus in the name of the Socialist 
party. 

Some admit that the Social-Democratie party of Germany 
may be said to be opposed to religion, but they say that the 
Socialist party of our country is different, that it occupies 
itself only with polities, merely striving to ameliorate the 
condition of the working class by the introduction of new 
methods of government. This is an erroneous view. The 
American Socialists, as can be proved from their writings, 
recognize the German Socialists as their brethren, indeed, 
as their pattern. — We are told the American Socialist party 
has expressly declared in its platform of 1908 that it “is not 
concerned with matters of religious belief.” But the truth 
of the matter is: the paragraph in the party platform of 1908 
here referred to was adopted only after vehement opposition, 
and only by a majority of one vote, and only hypocritically, 
for the purpose of gaining the votes of unintelligent, but 
religious people; it is merely a pretense to catch the 
“unenlightened.” It is true beyond the shadow of a doubt 
that the local Socialist organization represents genuine, athe- 
istic, Marxian Socialism, and professes adherence to it. 
Here is the evidence: — 

1. The Socialist Party of the United States professes the 
atheistic principles of international Socialism. The party 
is a member of the International, which has its headquarters 
in Brussels, Belgium. The party sends delegates to the Inter- 
national Socialist Congresses, and fraternizes there with the 
delegates of the Socialist parties in Germany, France, Eng- 
land, and other countries. The party accepts without reser- 
vation the principles of international Socialism; it has these 
principles in mind when it says of itself in the platform of 
1912: “It is a party founded upon the science and laws of 
social development.” This refers to the theory of evolution. 
Morris Hillquit, delegate to the Socialist Congress held in 
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Copenhagen in 1910, said: “The Socialist Party of America 
stands in accord with the fundamental principles of inter- 
national Socialism in theory and practise.” (See Proceedings 
of the Congress, p. 9.) Now, what are these principles? They 
are materialism, particularly the materialistic conception of 
history, evolutionism, economic determinism. These are 
crrors that destroy the very foundation of faith. Whosoever 
understands and accepts them is without faith in God, makes 
light of the moral law contained in the Ten Commandments, 
and does not, except under compulsion, concern himself about 
the divine ordinances of civil government. marriage, and 
private property. Must we not, therefore, say that the So- 
cialist party, according to its own confession, is a thoroughly 
atheistic, anti-Biblical association? All declarations to the 
contrary, whether of the party or of individual members of 
the party who really know what the party is, are not sincere, 
but are calculated to lure simple ignoramuses —as the So- 
cialists regard them-— into the Socialist net, at least to 
gain their votes. 

2. The Socialist Party of the United States is very active 
in spreading the atheistic literature of Marxian Socialism. 
It thus proves to be very much in earnest with its profession 
of the atheistic principles mentioned above. Besides the 
“largest Socialist publishing house in the world,” Charles H. 
Kerr & Co., Chicago, it maintains a bookstore and a printifig 
establishment of its own in its headquarters, 803 W. Madi- 
son St., Chicago, Ill. In the catalog issued September, 1913, 
we read on p. 3: “Sixty per cent. of the converts to Socialism 
have been won by the printed word. Books, pamphlets, leaf- 
lets, and papers do the work. Therefore, we urge the distri- 
bution of literature. Anywhere, everywhere — distribute 
literature. But do it wisely. Select it carefully.” 

And what is the literature, what are the contents of the 
books and papers which the party in its catalog, in its “official 
national bulletin,” formerly The Party Builder, at present 
The American Socialist, and in a wide variety of circulars 
and advertising placards, offers and recommends? Chiefly 
such works on Socialism as it regards and praises as “classics” 
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or “standards.” The authors are outspoken atheists, who, 
in their efforts to establish the truth of Socialism, follow 
out their materialistic principles to the very limits. Among 
the principal writers are the following: Marx, Engels, Lieb- 
knecht, Bebel, Kautsky, all of them:CGermans, the Frenchman 
Lafargue, the Englishman Bax, the Italian E. Ferri; and 
then come the lesser lights, among then some Americans, 
too, like Hillquit, one of the most cautious writers, and also 
Vail and Cohen, and even the anarchistic Ilaywood. 

Now, if an organization is actively engaged in spreading 
literature of this kind for the purpose of converting men to 
Socialism, it necessarily follows that it believes the Socialism 
taught in these writings, this atheistic Socialism, with all 
its enmity toward religion, to be the genuine article, that it 
represents this brand of Socialism and none other, and, 
hence, that it is itself, as a party, thoroughly atheistic, anti- 
Christian, whatever may be the religious profession of some 
of its adherents. We shall refrain from speaking of the 
numerous periodicals published within the party, some of 
them official, some unofficial, which frequently, in the most 
shameless manner, attack the Christian faith as superstition, 
mock the holy prophets and apostles as “Bible scribblers” 
(“Bibelschmierer”), and what not. 

3. The Socialist Party of the United States makes great 
efforts to reach the masses, so that it may train and enlighten 
them by means of atheistic, socialistic “science.” Not only 
are so-called “locals” organized among the men, but also 
ladies’ societies, children’s leagues, and — save the mark! — 
Sunday-schools. At the headquarters in Chicago a special 
department, under the management of capable men, has been 
established to attend to these matters. Why these associa- 
tions among men and women, among old and young? What 
other purpose can they serve than to train the members in 
Socialism, to inoculate them with the doctrines of materi- 
alism, the teachings of evolution, to make them “class-con- 
scious,” to fit them more and more thoroughly for partici- 
pation in the class “struggle”! In the Party Builder of 
January 24,1914, and in the Young Socialist Magazine of 
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February, 1914, there appeared a model constitution for 
young people’s societies, and in the second article, which 
treats of the objects, the concluding words state the ultimate 
object as follows: “For training them in the principles .of 
international Socialism.” So, then, these societies are organ- 
ized for the purpose of instructing and drilling the members 
in the wisdom of materialism, the doctrines of evolutionism 
and economic determinism. Only such as accept these 
theories can become good, reliable members of the party. 

The twenty-eighth of December is observed by the So- 
cialist party as “children’s day”; there is a reason for not 
having the celebration on Christmas Day, but at a time near 
our Christian holiday. On December 13, 1918, the Party 
Builder published a blasphemous article written by the head 
of the party, Eugene Debs, under the heading, “Suffer the 
Little Children to Come unto Me.” And in this article such 
lies regarding Jesus as: the following are told to the poor 
children: “It was because, and only because, Jesus loved the 
poor, and served the poor, and rebuked the rich who robbed 
them, and threatened to array the poor against their rich 
despoilers, that He was condemned to die, and that the cruel 
nails were driven into Tis hands and feet on the cross at 
Calvary. Jesus taught that the earth and the air and the 
sea and sky and all the beauty and fulness thereof were for 
all the children of men; that they should all equally enjoy 
the riches of nature, and dwell together in peace, bear one 
another’s burdens, and love one another, and that is what 
Socialism teaches, and why the rich thieves who have laid 
hold of the earth and its bounties would erucify the Socialists 
as those other robbers of the poor crucified Jesus two thou- 
sand years ago.” 

In this way Socialists seek to lay a foundation in the 
hearts of tender youth; in this way they seek to destroy 
in the souls of little children faith in Jesus as the Redeemer, 
or to prevent its taking root; in this way they brand Jesus 
as a vulgar materialist, who knew and taught nothing higher 
than that one must seek one’s heaven here on earth. In this 
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way class hatred is sown in the hearts of the young, so that 
they may “fight like tigers” when the time is ripe. (Hillquit.) 

Is there any need of further evidence that the Socialist 
Party of the United States represents and professes real 
atheistic Socialism, and wages violent warfare against God 
and His institutions? Is it possible for a Christian who is 
familiar with the facts to think and say: All this is ir- 
relevant; one can be a good Socialist, a member of the 
party, at any rate, work and vote with the party, and yet be 
a faithful Christian? A Christian of this type virtually 
accuses God’s Word of falsehood, and contends that there is 
no reason why Christians should not be unequally yoked 
together with unbelievers, no reason why light should not 
have communion with darkness, no reason why Christ should 
not have concord with Belial. 





CHAPTER XIII. 


How About Christian Socialism? 


It has been said that there is a Christian Socialism, 
indeed, that Christianity and Socialism are identical, so that 
every good Christian ought to be a good Socialist. There 
are, in our country and in other lands, socialistic societies 
that call themselves Christian. The Christian Socialist Fel- 
lowship is the name of an organization that has its head- 
quarters in Chicago, and in its interests The Christian So- 
cialist is published at Chicago. Whatever the name of 
similar associations may be, they are most probably very 
much like the one that has been mentioned, using similar 
expressions, and representing essentially the same principles. 
What has been said applies also to books and pamphlets 
issued by private individuals under the title “Christian” 
and advocating Socialism. 

What is to be said of this “Christian” Socialism? It js 
a swindle, pure and simple: And those who advocate it are, 
consciously or unconsciously, “deceiving and being deceived.” 
They teach the most confused nonsense imaginable. Those 
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among them who know what Socialism is — though the chief 
points seem to have been misunderstood by many — certainly 
do not know what Christianity is. They do not accept the 
Bible as God’s infallible Word, but merely regard it as 
a book whose doctrines and historical statements must be 
necepted or rejected according to the findings of science. 
Their god is not the God of creation, but of evolution, and 
Christ, to them, is not the true God and Eternal Life, not 
the Lamb of God which taketh away the sin of the world, not 
the Savior who by His death and the shedding of His blood 
has redeemed us from all sins, from death, and from the 
power of the devil, but the “Carpenter,” the “humble Naza- 
rene,” the “Reformer of the world,” or whatever may be the 
titles that they apply to Him. In their opinion the kingdom 
of God is not the kingdom of grace, forgiveness of sins, 
peace with God, and joy in the Holy Ghost, but rather the 
coming new social order which Socialism promises to call 
into being, and in which the fulness of everything that is 
good shall be enjoyed by all. They teach that Christianity 
does not consist in believing in Christ’s blood and righteous- 
ness, but in “walking in the footsteps” of Christ. These 
“Christian” Socialists blaspheme the sacred name of Christ, 
and are guilty of the sin of “lying and deceiving by His 
name.” 

The so-called “Christian” Socialists are not opposed to 
the anti-Christian, godless Socialist party; on the contrary, 
they advocate its cause, and urge all to vote for it, and to 
unite in membership with it. In The Christian Socialist 
of 1918 there was repeatedly published an invitation begin- 
ning thus: “Join the party. Every real Socialist ought to 
unite with the Socialist party.” In the issue of the 15th 
of May the editor declared: “The Christian Socialist Fellow- 
ship exists especially for the purpose of proclaiming Social- 
ism in churches. .Five members can form a center. Sec 
that a center is organized in your community.” 

J. G. Evert, who ought to know what he is talking about, 
having published in the interest of “Christian” Socialism 
a tract bearing the title, Christianity and Socialism (Hills- 
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boro, Kans.), says: “Vhe Christian Socialist, published in 
Chicago, ... is the organ of the Christian Fellowship, a wide- 
spread organization within the Socialist party, the object of 
which is to show that Christianity and Socialism belong 
together.” Mark well: “within the Socialist party.” 

The Christian Socialist, furthermore, recommends, with- 
out a word of caution, books that teach unbelief in its. 
grossest form, for instance, the atheistic work of Bebel, 
Woman and Socialism. It has repeatedly, for instance, in 
the issue of November 1, 1913, offered as a very desirable 
premium for gaining three new subscribers The Call of the 
Carpenter, by Bouck White, describing it as a book that 
teaches “Christian” Socialism. The contents are clearly 
indicated in the appended description: “Ilas created the 
profoundest impression of any work on Christianity and 
Socialism because of its relentless materialistic and anti- 
theological interpretation of the life of Christ and the appli- 
eation of His teachings. <A great and startling book.” 

Here are a few samples of the viands that the above- 
mentioned paper serves to its readers. “In the number of 
July 1, 19138, a Rev. G. D. Brooks has an article under the 
heading, “Our Daily Bread,” in the course of which he says: 
“We need a commonwealth where not competition shall be 
the supreme principle of our system, but where it shall be 
cooperation. Men must Jearn to get together as brothers, 
and live for each other’s welfare. Says the apostle, “Let no 
man seek his own, but each his neighbor’s good.’ That is 
the supreme principle of Christianity, it is the heart of the 
atonement; it means the best living for the rest. That is 
what Jesus did, and it is what makes a man a Christian 
to-day. ... The kingdom of God is a social ideal for the 
earth; and it means that ITis will is to be done on earth 
as it is done in heaven, or as it was done on earth by Jesus. 
That means that the kingdom of God will come just as soon 
and just so far as men will begin to live together like as if ° 
they were all Christs. When that time comes, the question 
of our daily bread will be easily answered. Selfishness will 
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die, and men will cooperate for the common good, the welfare 
of all.” 

In the issue of November 15th the Lord’s Prayer is 
explained. Following is the explanation of the Second 
Petition: “‘Thy kingdom come.’ If you are really sincere 
and wish vour prayer to he answered, then why not vote as 
you pray? Tow ean you possibly expect God’s kingdom to 
come while you persist in voting for the perpetuation of 
Satan’s kingdom, which is the profit system ?” 

For the number of the 15th of May Eugene Debs wrote’ 
a long article, in which he predicts: “Wealth will be for 
all; so easily obtained honestly that there will be no 
incentive to steal, and so abundantly that poverty will dis- 
appear, and ignorance, disease, and erime will follow in their 
order... . Economic frecdom will clevate humanity to 
a higher plane than it has ever known. Wealth and leisure 
for all! That is now possible for the first time in the history 
of the race. And that will be but the material foundation 
of the new social order, — the beginning of the Coming Man. 
Who shall tell of the intellectual unfolding, the spiritual 
development, and the moral exaltation of the generations 
to follow? Come, let us onward -—- toward the sunrise.” 

The height of audacity, indeed, to assert that this is 
Christian doctrine! Our Lord Jesus taught the very oppo- 
site. He condemned earthly-mindedness. We said: “My 
kingdom is not of this world.” In regard to the last days 
TIe foretold: “Iniquity shall abound.” St. Paul says, Rom. 
14,17: “The kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but 
righteousness and peace and joy in the JIoly Ghost.” 

“Abraham, Moses, Jesus, and Marx — all Jews — mark 
the four greatest epochs in human history. Their spirits 
are ‘abroad in the land, their glory will beautify the earth 
forever. The gratitude of men toward the other three can 
not dim the supreme splendor of Jesus. Tle is not jealous, — 
let not His followers foolishly try to increase Tlis fame by 
minimizing the worth of the other three.” This is what the 
editor of The Christian Socialist says in the number from 
which the foregoing quotation was taken. What a blasphemy 
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to put Jesus upon the same level as a reformer, not only 
with Abraham and Moses, but also with the atheist and 
enemy of Christ, Karl Marx! What brazen impudence for 
a paper that publishes such shocking words to eall itself 
Christian! 

What has been said ought surely to be sufficient to move 
every Christian, even the weakest in Christian knowledge, 
to reject this falsely so-called “Christian” Socialism. 


CHAPTER XIV. 


Socialism Is Utterly Unscientific. 


Socialists make much ado about their “science.” The 
Socialism of former days they denounce as utopian, visionary, 
phantastical; but the Socialism of to-day they praise as 
genuinely scientific and hence invincible. In their so-called 
scientifie writings, however, you will nowhere find any traces 
of this highly-praised science, but a great deal of unscientific 
nonsense paraded as science. 

Seience, real science, is based on facts. To put up 
a hypothesis, and ‘draw conclusions therefrom according to 
one’s pleasure, surely is not science. Only what mankind 
really knows, only that which has really happened, or that 
which has been established as a fact, can be regarded as 
science; for science is systematized knowledge. 

The heart and kernel of Socialism is the materialistic 
conception of history, a discovery credited to Marx; and the 
materialistic conception of history is based upon the doctrine 
of materialistic evolution (not theistic evolution, which still 
concedes the existence of a God). It is not necessary here to 
set forth the proof of this statement, as it has been brought 
in previous chapters, particularly in Chapter ITT. 

What is the foundation of evolution? It has none; it 
has no facts to build upon. We Christians are sure that 
evolution is a human invention. We have gained our knowl- 
edge from God’s Word, which does not lie. According to 
the Scriptures the world was not evolved from an original 
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fire-mist, but was created out of nothing by the eternal word 
of almighty God; and God preserves the world, “upholding 
all things by the word of ILis power.” 

In order to establish evolution scientifically, it would be 
necessary to have knowledge 1) of the existence of an 
original substance, 2) of an evolutionary force contained 
therein, 3) of evolution as having actually taken place, and 
being still in action. Even the most learned among the 
evolutionists have no knowledge of the first point, nor of 
the second, nor of the third; they presuppose the first two 
as self-evident, and the third they calmly take for granted. 

Tf we put the question, What was the nature of this 
primordial matter? Was it eternal? If not. whence did it 
come? Whence has it its essence? materialistic science, with 
much modesty, which is not its forte otherwise, maintains 
a profound silence, evidently having no knowledge pertaining 
to the subject. Let us pursue this line of questioning and 
ask, What was the force in this primitive clement, and how 
did this force come into it? A formless cell or a quantity 
of slime, or whatever you suppose this original substance to 
have been, surely cannot be almighty, can give nothing to 
itself, and can take nothing from elsewhere. [ere our much- 
vaunted “science” begins to muster up courage and replies: 
There must have been some force inherent in matter; for 
where there is no force engaged in producing, nothing can 
be produced. Most certainly; we knew that before. But 
we want to know something about the origin of this evo- 
lutionary force. Why does not this “science” give us an 
answer to our question? Beeause, again, “science” has no 
information on this point, absolutely none.— We shall put 
another question, — If primitive matter had the power of evo- 
lution, why did it develop itself? It certainly was unable 
to think; for reason, we are told, came into existence when 
the brain of the ape-man, after having undergone many, 
many transitions in long, long periods of time, had developed 
the faculty of thought, and the ape-man had thus, thanks 
to evolution, become a thinking animal. <A ball ean roll, 
nevertheless it does not roll by its own will or power. How 
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did it come about that original matter set to work to 
develop itself into the great, wide, beautiful, wonderful world, 
furnished with a great variety of good things and treasures 
of which Socialism would now “secure for every man his just 
share”? Or, to make the question shorter and simpler, Where 
is the evidence that this world has evolved from some original 
substance? We are told that science takes this for granted. 
Indeed, “seience” takes it for granted, and thereby proves 
that it knows nothing of the whole affair! 

Indeed, materialistic, evolutionary “science” is in a sorry 
plight. Its knowledge is equal to nothing. A mere hypoth- 
esis, something that one assumes, because one wishes it 
were true, because one could thus get rid of God, religion, 
conscience, resurrection, judgment, and whatever else one 
fears. And this hypothesis is dignified by the name of 
“science.” 

In Johnson’s Universal Cyclopaedia (1897), Vol. III, 
p. 233, there is a lengthy article by J. S. Kingsley, in 
which he defends evolution and says: “The whole scientific 
world has aecepted evolution.” Only a few lines above, 
however, he begins his description of the evolution of man 
with the words: “Jf the theory of evolution be true, man, 
like all other living forms, must be the result of its laws.” 
And further above, where he speaks of the evidences of 
evolution, there is a sentence in which the author encloses 
the following words in parentheses: “Provided * evolution be 
true.” A flimsy scienee, indeed, that must constantly protect 
itself with an “7f” and a “provided.” Many men of great 
scientific attainments, among them Rud. Virchow, professor 
at Berlin, physician, scientific investigator, and writer, have 
denounced the theory of evolution as unscientific, declaring 
that it is not supported by evidence. In Germany, Professor 
Ernst Haeckel has for years preached evolution in a most 
bombastic manner; but other men of seience and research 
have accused and convicted him of having forged his “proofs.” 

J. Wm. Dawson, in an essay on and against evolution, 





* Ttalies are ours. 
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published in Johnson’s Universal Cyclopaediu, Vol. IL, 
p. 234, very pointedly says: “When, therefore, evolution 
pretends to explain origins, it becomes a process of reasoning 
in a cirele, and the question resolves itself into that old one, 
whether owls preceded eggs or eggs preceded owls. This is 
admitted in terms by Darwin and his followers, but they 
constantly overlook it. The title of Darwin’s famous book, 
The Origin of Species, is an example. Ut really says nothing 
of the origin of species, but only of transmutations of species 
already in existence.” 

Sometimes it happens, too, that apostles of evolution very 
naively confess their ignorance. In his Ethics and the Mate- 
rialistic Conception of History, for instance, Kautsky, the 
great Socialist teacher, in describing the progress made by 
“primeval man,” before he succeeded in inventing tools, 
says: “To be sure, the following description is only hypo- 
thetical, since, concerning the entire process, we are without 
evidences.” And a few lines below: “The description, as 
has been said, is purely supposititious.” (p. 88.) 

Now, if materialistic evolution is altogether unscientitic, 
the same must be said of Socialism, which bases its whole 
system on this unstable foundation. Lf evolution is a dream, 
then the theory of Socialism, that all existing institutions 
must fall, and that a new social order shall and must be 
established, is also a dream and not, by any means, a scien- 
tifically established necessity. 

It is, therefore, a very simple matter to point out a lack 
of scientific thought in every socialistic doctrine. 

Socialism says there is no God who has created all things; 
the idea of God is a gradual development, brought about by 
the circumstances in which men have lived. — Where is the 
scientific evidence? There is none. The very. opposite is 
true: “The invisible things of Him from the creation of 
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things 
that are made, even His eternal power and Godhead.” 
(Rom. 1, 20.) “The heavens declare the glory of God, and 
‘the firmament showeth His handiwork.” (Ps. 19, 1.) 

Socialism says there is no inborn religion or conscience 
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in man; man's ideas of right and wrong are the product 
of his environment, of circumstances that exert an influence 
upon him, especially of the manner in which he acquires 
his food. — Where is the scientifie evidence? There is none. 
The very opposite is true. What St. Paul says concerning 
the heathen is an undeniable fact: “They are a law unto 
themselves, which show the work of the Law written in their 
hearts, their conscience also bearing witness, and their 
thoughts the meanwhile accusing or else excusing one an- 
other.” (Rom. 2, 14. 15.) 

Socialism says man evolved from a lower order of ani- 
mals. Tfe is descended from the apes. Tle once subsisted on 
the fruits of trees; when he began to cat animals and plants 
that are to be found on the surface of the earth, his rear 
hands had to be changed into fect. (Kautsky.) — Where is 
the scientific evidence? There is none. The very opposite 
is true. The oldest human forms known to science are 
exactly like those of men now living. ‘They are built as we 
are. None have ever been found with remnants of an ape’s 
tail. And it is hard to understand why the tail disappeared 
so quickly and so completely. It surely would not have been 
very much of a hindrance to us when eating animals and 
plants; we could have made good use of it in driving off flies. 

All other socialistic doctrines are just as unscientific, as, 
for example, the doctrine that man is naturally good, without 
sin; that all vice and wickedness are a consequence of the 
“capitalistic” system; the doctrine that the ordinances of 
civil government, marriage, and private property are not 
of divine origin, but inventions of man, which were intro- | 
duced in the interest of “capitalism.” All these doctrines 
lack scientific confirmation. All the various instances | 
brought forward from nature and history in support of these: { 
theories are not to the point, and consequently prove nothing. 

Socialism is, beyond all doubt, unscientific. This much- 4 
lauded “science” is a “philosophy and vain deceit,” “sleight 4 
of men and cunning ecraftiness whereby they lie in wait to j 
deceive.” 
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CHAPTER XV. 


Socialism Violently Abuses Human Reason. 


Socialism prides itself, and that not a little, on its reason- 
ableness. Its spokesmen regard themselves as experts, indeed, 
as past masters in the art of drawing conclusions. Their 
aecomplishments in this direction, however, consist only in 
the fabrication of sophisms and the production of fallacies, 
in the assumption of unwarranted hypotheses and the de- 
duction therefrom of sweeping conclusions, and in making 
large promises based upon deceptive argumentation. If we 
turn the light of reason upon some of the principles that 
are regarded as pillars of the structure of Socialism, we 
shall find that Socialism does violence to common sense. 


1. 

From something wholly uncertain Socialism would con- 
clude something altogether certain, viz., from the extremely 
doubtful theory of evolution — doubtful before human reason, 
according to the Scriptures utterly untenable — the certainty 
and inevitability of Socialism are said to follow. 

Socialism bases its whole doctrine on evolution. Upon the 
spontaneous development of all things the materialistic con- 
_ ception of history and the future victory of Socialism are de- 
clared to rest as upon a secure foundation. This thought is 
expressed and elaborated upon in genuinely socialistic litera- 
ture in a wide variety of phrases and sometimes with an en- 
thusiasm which is almost pathetic. One example taken from 
one of the latest writings of the clever and popular author 
John M. Work, and published but a short time ago by the pub- 
lication house of the Socialist party in Chicago, Where You. 
Get Off, may suffice. On p.24 we read: “Socialism is not a 
plan which the Socialists have invented. On the contrary, So- 
cialism is a phase of civilization. It is the natural outcome: 
of industrial evolution.” Page 42: “The time has come in: 
the history of the world for conscious evolution to take the 
place of the blind development of the past. We Socialists. 
know full well that the remorseless economic laws — remorse-- 


less and at the same time capable of being made grateful 
and benefivent —- are working right toward Socialism.” 

In the concluding chapter of What’s So, and What Isnt 
Work says, among other things: “Socialism is the next step 
in the evolution of humanity. The world is being urged 
toward it with winged speed by the action of irresistible 
economme laws. The fingers of all past ages point forward 
to it.” 

But what of this foundation of evolution upon which 
Socialism is declared to be so securely built? We have already 
given the answer to this question in foregoing chapters. There 
is not one convincing proof that all things came into being 
by evolution; the testimony of the Bible that God Almighty 
in six days made all existing things out of nothing, that ITe 
formed and ordained everything after its kind and for its 
purpose has not yet been refuted. Even the highest authority 
in the field of evolutionary science, Darwin, did not contend 
that his theory had been proved beyond all doubt. Socialists 
may boast with their comrade Enrico Ferri that Darwin 
has “struck a great blow at the beef in God as the Creator 
of the universe and of man by a special fiat,” their glorying, 
nevertheless, is vain pride. Darwin himself knew and econ- 
ceeded that he had proved nothing against the Bible doctrine 
of creation. Concluding his foremost book, The Origin of 
Npecies, reeapitulating and summing up, he begins the last, 
the fifteenth, chapter of the second volume (New York edi- 
tion, 1896, p. 267) with the following very significant sen- 
tences: “As this whole volume ts one long argument, it 
may be convenient to the reader to have the leading facts 
und inferences briefly recapitulated. That many and serious 
objections may be advanced against the theory of descent, 
with modification through variation and natural selection, 
ZT do not deny.” Proceeding, he affirms time and again that 
he did “endeavor to give full force” to his statements, buf 
that many and serious difficulties may be urged against them; 
not less than sixteen expressions to this effect we counted 
on the first six pages of said chapter. The following are 
some of them: “if we admit”? —“I think” —“I have at- 
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tempted to show” — “the facts given which seem tu me con- 
clusively to show” — “there is good reason to believe” — “it 
seems highly probable” — “we are as yet very ignorant” — 
“we are as yet profoundly ignorant.” Thus the most re- 
nowned evolutionist admittedly has built his whole system, 
not on the science or knowledge of indisputable facts, but 
on his own opinions, assumptions, guesses. Now, is there 
among the Socialists one “scientist”? who has progressed 
farther than his great teacher Darwin? Is there one of such 
profound research who is able to show forth, not his opinions 
or assumptions or guesses, but undeniable proofs and facts 
to substantiate the truth of evolution ¢ 

Now, if it were said, We may assume that all things 
gradually developed themselves, man and his history included; 
at any rate, we want to make this assumption, and therefore 
we will take it for granted and expect that Socialisin will 
develop, one would not begrudge such people the pleasure 
they may derive from voicing and holding such opinion. But 
the Socialist declares positively: “The introduction of So- 
cialism is just as inevitable as the relentless march of time.” 
(Work, What’s So, and What Isn’t, p. 153.) What nonsense! 
Human reason is violated by drawing a positive conclusion 
from doubtful premises. : 
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SOCIALISM WOULD MAKE ALL MEN EQUAL. “Rule and ea- 
ploitation in every form must be done away with, men become 
free and equai, not master and servant, but comrades, broth- 
ers, and sisters.” 

Thus says Wm. Liebknecht in commenting upon the 
Erfurt program. , (Socialism; What It Is, and What Il 
Seeks to Accomplish. Kerr & Co., p. 46.) This is the object 
that Socialism seeks to achieve. It intends to make all men 
equal, to inaugurate universal brotherhood on earth, and 
thereby to abolish despotism and slavery, wealth and poverty. 

Is this a reasonable idea? Are all other creatures on 
earth alike? Not in the least! How unlike are the lights of 
the heavens, the hills and valleys, the fields and forests, the 
plants and fruits, the animals and their many varieties of 
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species, the fishes of the sea! There are 300,000 varieties 
of insects alone. Is this difference and contrast in nature 
disadvantageous? What if the moon and the stars developed 
into suns? Who has any desire to level the hills and 
mountains and convert the earth into a monotonous plain ? 
Would you change all birds into ostriches and all animals 
into lions? Would you recommend that all metal be turned 
into gold and all stones into diamonds? 

For what reason is it desirable to make al] human beings 
equal? And how would you effect this change? There are 
men and women, parents and children, old and young, learned 
and illiterate, the strong and the weak, the healthy and the 
diseased. How would you abolish these manifold differences ? 
Has Socialism any means of making all men equally old, 
equally strong, equally capable, equally strenuous? Equaliza- 
tion such as this Socialism has not yet put on its program. 
But is that equalization which it proposes to bring about 
a whit more reasonable? 

First of all, ruling and serving, commanding and obeying, 
are to cease. Js such a state of affairs to be wished for? 
Would children thrive better if they were not under the 
authority of parents? Would pupils learn inore if their 
teachers had no right to tell them what to do, and to enforce 
obedience? Would nations and cities flourish better without 
a government, and without one who is at the head of munic- 
ipal and national affairs? Would it be an advantage if 
the minority were never obliged to bow to the will of the 
majority? Many have received an extraordinary gift to rule 
others; some are without this gift, they cannot even govern 
themselves, but need some one to Jead and to guide them; 
they are of no use to themselves nor to the world if they are 
left to their own inclinations. Why this difference among 
men if it is not ordained that there should be governments 
and subjects, rulers and ruled? 

Common sense shows us that authority is undeniably 
a blessing; only the abuse is reprehensible. And is there 
anything good on earth that cannot be, and is not, abused? 
Liberty is good, but is it not shockingly abused? Is it 
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not misused even more than authority? Ought liberty, then, 
because of this abuse, to be totally abolished? 

And what do we observe in the Socialist camp? Do we 
not find men that stand at the head, and actually govern 
others? Do not these very officers who naturally join in 
singing the chorus of the hymn whose burden is that all men 
should be made equal, ofttimes abuse their power? In 1913, 
the April and May numbers of The Inlernational Socialist 
Review contained an article with the heading, “Shall the 
Socialist Party Govern Itself?” In this article complaint 
is made that “ever since the present Socialist party was 
founded, the party office-holders have been spending the 
larger part of their energies in endeavoring to hold their 
jobs, and to fight down every element in the party that 
demanded any improvement or advance in any direction.” 
(p. 755.) What a contradiction! Socialism, which would 
liberate the whole world from government of every descrip- 
tion, has a government of its own, and a government which 
its own children angrily find fault with as abusing its power! 

But worse is still to come! What does Socialism want 
if not the right to govern? Why is it so zealously striving 
to gain the majority? Surely, for no other reason than 
what is constantly dinned into the ears of its members: for 
the purpose of ruling over all men by virtue of its majority 
and consequent power, by force, if need be, and thus estab- 
lishing and maintaining its own government over the whole 
world. Here you have the liberty and equality which So- 
cialism desires to create: the right of the majority, its own 
majority, to rule the world. The forefathers and types of 
present-day Socialists, the leaders of the bloody revolution 
that upset France in 1789, sought to introduce equality by 
condemning to the guillotine, and chopping off the heads of, 
all who opposed them. They established a reign of terror, 
more horrifying than any that the world had ever seen. 

Bearing all this in mind, must you not say that the 
ery of Socialism that it will make all men free and equal, 
and will abolish all government and slavery, is an insult 
to human reason? 
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We are told, furthermore, that exploitation shall cease, 
that is, that all men shall be equally prosperous, that the 
difference between rich aud poor shall become a thing of 
the past. Again we ask: Would such a state of affairs be 
desirable? Some have larger needs, and have more depending 
on them for their support; why should they not have mere 
than others, provided, of course, that they have rightfully 
obtained that which is theirs? Some are more industrious 
and indefatigable, more skilful and capable workers; why 
should they not be permitted to possess more than those who 
are lazy and inefficient? Some are economical, while others 
are careless and extravagant; why should the possessions of 
both be equally large? It is most unnatural that all men 
should be equally wealthy, just as it would be unnatural if 
the sparrow had the same number of feathers, and of the 
same size and beauty, as the peacock, because both are birds. 
It is impossible that each man should have as much as his 
neighbor; for the abilities and activities of men, as well as 
the sources, means, and opportunities of obtaining posses- 
sions, can impossibly be equalized at all times and at all 
places. Neither large nor small possessions are of them- 
selves a misfortune; it is a difference among men that must 
needs be, and it should and ean acerue to the common weal 
of humanity. It becomes a eurse only by abuse and sin. 
If the rich and the poor would only conduct themselves 
properly toward one another; if each served the other as he 
is in duty bound to do, then all difficulties, as far as property 
is concerned, would be adjusted, and both the rich and the’ 
poor would be happy. If the wealthy make proper use of 
their capital by promoting large enterprises, the whole com- 
monwealth is thereby benefited. Men, as a rule, do not suffer 
want if they will only be industrious and faithful. Whenever 
covetous men would exploit the common people, every person 
of intelligence, whether he be rich or poor, should use all 
just and reasonable means to put a stop to the injustice. 
Socialism, however, which endeavors to bring about a change 
for the better by making all mean equal and abolishing 
overabundance on the one hand, and want on the other, is 
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striving after an unreasonable and unattainable object, just 
as it would be unreasonable and futile to endeavor to feed 
all the streams of the earth with equal quantities of water, 
and to let all trees attain a uniform height. Such doctrines 
are taught only by those who utterly disregard the teachings 
of human reason, 

3. 

What Socialism teaches regarding labor is unreasonable. 

a. “Labor is an evil,’ says Bax in his Religion of So- 
cialism. On p. 94 we read: “To the Socialist labor is an 
evil to be minimized ‘to the utmost. The man who works 
at his trade or avocation more than necessity compels him, 
or who accumulates more than he ean enjoy, is not a hero, 
but a fool from the Socialist’s standpoint. It is this neces- 
sary work which it is the aim of Socialism to reduce to the 
minimum.” 

This is folly, indeed; but the most arrant nonsense in 
this respect seems to have been produced by P. Lafargue, 
son-in-law of Karl Marx, in his brochure, The Right to be 
Lazy, which has been translated into English by Charles IT. 
Kerr, and the dissemination of which is recommended by 
the Socialist party; in the catalog of 1918, p. 18, you will 
find it mentioned among the books recommended. Lafargue 
has chosen as his motto the words of Lessing: “Let us be 
lazy in everything, except in loving and drinking, exeept in 
being lazy.” The sum and substance of the book is as 
follows: Through “the love of work, the furious passion for 
work,” the common people have degenerated, and brought 
upon themselves much suffering and many evils. To effect 
a change here, “the proletariat must trample under foot” 
all present-day ethics, proclaim the rights of laziness, “return 
to its natural instincts,” and “accustom itself to working but 
three hours a day, reserving the rest of the day and the night 
for leisure and feasting.” (p. 29.) The entire pamphlet of 
sixty-two pages is nothing but a-severe condemnation of 
labor as an evil, and a scurrilous, blasphemous hymn in 
praise of laziness. — Now you will probably say: Though 
Lafargue and other Socialists write thus, their individual 
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opinions are not Socialism. We reply: Dear Mr. Wiseacre, 
why, then, does the Socialist party spread books of this kind? 
Is it seeking to destroy itself? Moreover, every one knows 
that this is one of the chief promises of Socialism: Labor, 
which is to be regarded as an evil, and prevents mankind 
from enjoying life, must be reduced to its minimum, $0 
that as much time as possible may be gained for rest and 
recreation. : 

This theory is altogether unreasonable. Though, in con- 
sequence of sin, there is trouble and hardship connected with 
work, yet work in itself is a blessing. Even if man had not 
fallen, he would have worked, as we learn from Gen. 2, 15. 
And what would become of the human race if there were no 
work to do? Man would degenerate both physically and 
morally. “Work is one of the conditions of life. Whosoever 
needlessly ceases to work must perish. Even an animal will 
become sulky and ill when idling in its stall. Idleness is 
a curse. Industry is honorable. A life without labor, how 
laborious !” 

b. “Labor ts the creator of all wealth, the source of all 
prosperity.’ This is another unreasonable proposition of 
Socialism. It recurs so frequently in socialistic literature 
that not even the most unscientific Socialist will attempt 
to deny it. 

But, alas; how is the rational mind to reconcile this 
proposition with the foregoing one, that labor is an evil! 
Why inveigh against work, why speak of it so disparagingly, 
why represent the abolition of labor as desirable? If work 
is the source of all wealth, one certainly ought to wish for 
a great deal of this evil, and increase it as much as possible! 

Besides, this second proposition is as wrong as the first. 
Work, of itself, produces nothing; it is only the means by 
which man ean, according to the ordinance of God, acquire 
property, provided God blesses his labor. God is the Source 
of all temporal goods. The man that would have what the 
soil yields for his bodily sustenance must have land and seed 
and implements. Can he by his work create these things 
out of nothing? And if he has land and seed and implements, 
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- can he by his work make the seed spring forth out of the 
ground? Can he produce a hundred kernels from one? Can 
he provide for himself a plenteous harvest? Of what avail 
is the, labor of the builder if the house that he has erected 
is destroyed by a storm immediately after its completion? 
Wherein does the wealth consist that was brought forth by 
the ship-builders in the construction of the Titanic, which 
on its maiden voyage sank beneath the waves? Every day 
sees a vast amount of work coming to naught, and, perhaps, 
even causing loss and disaster, in spite of the fact that it 
was done intelligently and carefully. Most assuredly, it is 
not sound reason, but rather a godless insanity, that teaches 
that labor is the creator of wealth. The truth of the matter is 
that labor is only a means, playing but a definite part in the 
creation of values. The power to work, the necessary in- 
telligence, and the means and the fruit of work must come 
from God, otherwise the very best labor is wasted. “What 
hast thou that thou didst not receive? Now, if thou didst 
receive it, why dost thou glory as if thou hadst not received 
it?’ (1 Cor. 4, 7.) 

ce. “Labor is the standard or measure of values.” 

Marx writes: “What is the common social substance of 
all commodities? It is Labor.... A commodity has value 
because it is a crystallization of social labor. The greatness 
of its value, or its relative value, depends upon the greater 
or less amount of that social substance contained in it; that 
is to say, on the relative mass of labor necessary for its 
production. The relative values of commodities are, there- 
fore, determined by the respective quantities or amounts of 
labor, worked up, realized, fixed in them. The correlative 
quantities of common duties which can be produced in the 
same time of labor are equal.” (Value, Price, and Profit. 
Kerr & Co., pp. 56. 57.) (The italics are Marx’s.) 

This proposition, though not so fully elaborated upon as 
others, is nevertheless genuinely socialistic, and forms the 
basis of the entire socialistic view of work. The assertion is 
universally made: “All property belongs to the working- 
man.” It is claimed, for instance, that the railroads, having 
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been built by the workingman, are the property of the 
workingman. Now, this claim, of course, involves the as- 
sumption that. the railroads are worth as inuch as the labor 
that was required to build them; that if one could, in some 
manner, extract the labor from them, nothing would remain 
tor the “eapitalists,” who now play the role of railroad pro- 
prietors; that the “capitalists,” in reality, own nothing; that 
they are merely retaining stolen goods; and that, hence, it 
would not be unjust to expropriate them. 

But the proposition that labor is the real standard of 
value is untenable. The value of a commodity or other 
property, for instance, land, does not only, nor even chiefly, 
depend upon the labor that may have been put into it, but 
only to a very smal] extent, in some cases to a greater, in 
others to a lesser degree. The value of a given piece of 
property or an article of merchandise is usually gauged by 
its nature, its usefulness, the demand for it, and the need 
of it under existing circumstanees. An article requiring but 
little effort to produce is very frequently of greater value 
than an article in the production of which much labor has 
been expended. What is valuable to-day may be without 
any value to-morrow, even though it cost a great amount 
of work. <A ton of gold will always have a greater value 
than a ton of coal, even if as much work is necessary to obtain 
the coal as to mine the gold. A scientist publishes a very 
interesting book on an important topic; his book proves to 
be of great value, runs through many editions, and pays 
a large profit. Another scientist writes a book with equal 
zeal and skill, but his work proves to be of no value; there 
is no demand for it, and the publisher runs into debt. It is 
foolishness to say that labor is the single standard of value. 

d. “Everybody is entitled to the full wages or product of 
his labor.” — This is a rule that Socialism says it would put 
into practise. This idea is very attractive and appears to 
be reasonable, — but is it? In many cases ft is absolutely 
impossible, to determine how much a man produces by his 
labor. Tis work may remain the same, but circumstances 
are constantly changing, the gifts, the skill, the industry, 
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the faithfulness of a thousand workingmen may be different 
in a thousand ways and, as a consequence, the wages really 
earned will be different, too, although, perhaps, they all receive 
the same. If a physician saves my life by an hour’s work, 
I shall estimate his work as being invaluable, and will gladly 
pay him as much as my means allow; if the same physician 
treats me, to the best of his ability and strength, for a number 
of months, and my troubles merely increase, he will, of course, 
demand a compensation, and I will pay him, though both 
he and I may realize that he has done me no good, possibly 
even harm. If the farmer reaps a good harvest, the product 
of his labor, and of the labor of those who work for him, 
is large; but in case of a total failure of the erops he and 
his helpers have produced nothing, but wasted much energy, 
seed, and money. 

And granted that Socialism could find a way of awarding 
each man the full wages due to him, how could it prevent 
those from getting rich quickly who do more in one day than 
others in a whole month? If an Edison were to be paid the 
full value of his marvelous inventions, upon which he has 
spent much laborious work, and which are of immeasurable 
value to mankind, he would in a week be a millionaire many 
times over! Now, if you would forbid him to invest his 
earnings, and ultimately to bequeath them to his family, 
would you not thus deprive him of the greater part of his 
wages ? 

The proposition that every one is to have the full returns 
for his work, which is constantly droned into the ears of 
workingmen, does not at all fit into the socialistic system, 
according to which the commonwealth is to be the real 
property-owner, and everybody is to work in common with 
the community, in the workshop of the community, and with 
the tools of the community, and nobody is to draw rents, 
interest, and dividends. Of this proposition Dr. A. Schaeftle, 
in his book, Quintessence of Socialism, very earnestly says: 
“What has appeared to us in the quintessence especially 
objectionable is the principle which has been dangled as: 
a bait before the proletariat in a spirit absolutely opposed’ 
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to collectivism, vzz., that each laborer must receive appor- 
tioned to him precisely the produce of his own labor, though 
even in the Socialist state it is only the produce of the whole 
community that can be available for division. ... The 
leading promise of Social-Democracy is practically and theo- 
retically untenable; it is a delusive bait for the extreme 
individualistic fanatic craving for equality among the 
masses.” (English edition, p. 122.) 

To the four propositions discussed we might add others, 
for example, the proposition that three hours of daily labor 
would produce more than enough. But what has been said 
is sufficient; to every one that can see, and does not wilfully 
shut his eyes, it must be clear that the teachings of So- 
cialism regarding labor are utterly unreasonable. 


4, 
Socialism exaggerales unreasonably. 


Not only does Socialism, with unblushing presumptuous- 
ness, declare that its propositions are proved beyond all doubt, 
and that its promises are absolutely reliable, though the 
evidences and reasons, for the most part, exist only in the 
brains of the agitator, but it also exaggerates exorbitantly 
the evils of that which it opposes, that is, “capitalism,” and 
the benefits to be expected from that which it advocates. 
It pictures the “capitalistic system” as a veritable hell, and 
paints the socialistic system as the real paradise, — though 


otherwise, of course, it rejects the doctrines of heaven 4 


and hell. 

By the term “capitalism” Socialism understands the 
system of private property as existing to-day. This arrange- 
ment it condemns as the source of all evils on earth, and 
would therefore exterminate it, root and branch. Socialism 
says: The introduction of private property gave rise to the 
wage-system, the wage-system is the cause of the exploitation 
of the wage-worker, and in the wake of this exploitation 
follow poverty and all the unspeakable miseries of the un- 
propertied ‘class, in particular also, the manifold vices and 





2+ §3.— 


crimeés to which men and women are driven, and finally also 
the weaknesses, frailties, and diseases of body and mind. 

We Christians know, even without making any further 
investigation, that all this is baseless exaggeration, indeed, 
a distortion of facts. “Capitalism,” if the term is used to 
denote the right of owning private property, is a divine? 
institution, guarded by the Seventh Commandment. The 
evils of the “capitalistic” system are not consequences of 
the system itself, but rather of its abuse. But is there any- 
thing that perverse mortals do not abuse? Socialism charges 
a divine ordinance with being the cause of the mischief 
produced by violation of a divine ordinance. One might 
just as well teach that every human. tongue should be ampu- 
tated, because the corrupt communications and lies of some 
tongues cause so much misery! The tongue, a noble and 
indispensable member, is not to blame for all this woe, but 
rather the venomous heart of man, and the mind, which is 
alienated from God. All the manifold evils which Socialism 
says have been brought forth by the system of private prop- 
erty and the wage-system connected therewith can be traced 
to another source. The Bible says that the cause of all evil 
is sin. Socialism shuts its eyes against the real cause of all 
misery, which is sin. 

Socialism has not a solitary good word to say in behalf 
of the “capitalist.” And when it speaks of “capitalists,” 
it has in mind not only the millionaire, but also the members 
of the middle class, who own money or property, as dis- 
tinguished from the proletariat, the members of the working 
class, of whom we are told that they have nothing of their 
own. So, then, not only kings and princes and the possessors 
of large means, but all property-owners, all that have houses 
or workshops, all that are engaged in business, all that hire 
laborers and draw rents or interest, are represented by So- 
cialists as being capitalists, and, hence, tyrants, oppressors, 
vampires, gluttons, who fare sumptuously upon the sweat 
of the laboring man. Occasionally a Socialist will excuse 
them partly as having been perverted by the wicked “capi- 
talistic system”; still he regards them as extortioners. This 
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is a baseless and wicked exaggeration. The evil deeds of 
some are imputed to all. It cannot be gainsaid that the 
middle class is the real core of every nation, that it is made 
up of the most industrious and most capable citizens, that 
many of its members have by dint of industry and faithful- 
‘ness worked their way up from the lowliest and poorest 
circumstances, and that they do not live for themselves only, 
but that it is chiefly they that consume their strength in 
the service of their fellow-men, and thus, by their efforts, 
further the welfare of the nation and the country, indeed, 
of the whole world. 

The workingman —by this term the manual laborer is 
usually understood —is always described by Socialists as 
an impoverished wage-slave, who must eke out a scant 
existence. In socialistic writings we frequently meet with 
a calculation something like this: The workingman earns 
ten dollars a day, but receives only two dollars; the balance 
goes into the pockets of the employer, — is stolen by him. — 
Now, to be sure, some laborers do not get the wages to which 
they are entitled; some, however, receive much more than 
they earn. If these socialistic figures were correct, all those 
that employ a number of workingmen must of necessity 
become rich quickly. But everybody knows that this is not 
the case. Some are merely able to keep above water, some 
go bankrupt, many give up their business or their factories 
and go to work for others, convinced that they can do better 
in that way. It is a fact, too, that many workingmen save 
a neat sum of money in a few years, and that many others 
could do likewise, if they only practised economy, instead 
of wasting their money for foolish, perhaps even sinful 
things. Nor can it be denied that, wherever the so-called 
capitalists are active in the opening of factories and the con- 
duct of business houses, prosperity ensues, and the standard 
of living of the common man is improved; but, on the other 
hand, poverty and hardship are the rule in countries where 
there are no “wicked” capitalists, where every one works for 
himself, and keeps the fruits of his labor for himself. The 
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exploitation caused by the wage-system can impossibly be 
so general as Socialists would have us believe. 

As a proof that crimes and atrocities, which are con- 
stantly on the increase, are caused by the existing system 
of private property, Socialism mentions especially the evil 
of prostitution. It says that women are so thoraughly en- 
slaved, and find it so difficult to earn a living wage, that they 
are compelled to sell their bodies to men in marriage or, in 
the event of failure, to render service to a number of men in 
return for their money. Public prostitutes are declared to 
be poor slaves of “capitalism.” Here, again, we have an 
instance of very unreasonable exaggeration and perversion. 
Does the “capitalistic system” force men to practise un- 
chastity, though they are not paid for it, but must, on the 
contrary, pay for indulging in the practise? And it is 
a patent fact that it is the so-called “poor wage-slaves” that 
frequent houses of ill fame, and spend their last dollar there. 
No, it is not “capitalism,” it is carnal lust in the case of the 
women who receive payment, as well as in the case of the 
men who pay them, that must be regarded as the real source 
of prostitution. The Social Evil and the Remedy, by J. H. 
Greer, M. D., is one of the books spread by the Socialist party 
for the purpose of disseminating the socialistic lie regarding 
the cause of prostitution. Before the author enters into his 
subject, he destroys his entire argument by admitting, in 
one of the first chapters of the book, that prostitution flour- 
ished in ancient times, long before capitalism was known. 

Socialism exalts, in most exaggerated terms, the system 
which it would introduce. Some Socialists admit that their 
suggested system may possibly be improved upon. Most of 
them, however, assert without qualification that it is perfect, 
at least as far as its principles and leading plans are con- 
cerned, so perfect that the world would thereby be trans- 
formed into a paradise. They would have us believe that 
by the abolition of the prevailing system of private property 
and wage-labor, by the socialization of all things that can 
be used to exploit the masses, by the establishment of an 
entirely new system of management, fundamentally different 
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from all present forms of government, universal prosperity 
would be brought about, poverty and its attendant evils 
would cease, the opportunities and the inclination to lie, to 


steal, to commit adultery and acts of oppression would, in | 


‘course of time, become more and more impossible, and in 
such a happy, blissful state, where only a few hours of daily 
work, perhaps two or three, will be necessary, sickness and 
disease must disappear, if not altogether, at any rate, to 
a great extent. In fine, Socialism is to usher in a veritable 
“golden age” of humanity. 

Every Christian knows that all this is humbug, and 
diametrically opposed to the Scriptures. And everybody 
that makes use of his reason must say that, even if there 
were some good in Socialism, its claims are exaggerated 
absurdly. The experience of all times, and especially the 
experience of our own time, teaches that no system can be 
devised by which all defects of human society may be reme- 
died; and were such a system thought out, té would be 
impossible to introduce it and to put it into practise, as tt 
would never be accepted by all. The real source of all evil 
ts obviously in man, in his perverted mind, in his sinful heart. 
He that seriously contends that by means of external ordi~ 


nances men can be converted into innocent beings, who . 


would live in perfect love and harmony, without wronging 
each other, must be stone-blind. 

A party that claims to be founded upon science, as So- 
cialism constantly does, and practises such highly unscientific 
and unreasonable exaggeration and distortion of facts, may 
succeed in catching simpletons, but will not be able to deceive 
those who have recognized from a study of the Word of 
God the underlying causes of unrighteousness, poverty, and 
distress in human society. . 








